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Ms. Robin A. Guerrero
Deputy Executive Officer
Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors
Room 383, Kenneth Hahn
Hall of Administration
500 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, California 90012
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This is a notice of appeal from the decision of the Regional Planning Commission on:
(Check One)

The Denial of this request

X The Approval of this request

The following conditions of the approval:
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Briefly, the reason for this appeal is as follows:

The proposal presents an undue risk to the health and safety of the Westhills Community.

The Commission approved a 201 home limit in a High Fire Hazard Area which is serviced by only a single
road for ingress and egress. This exceeds the Los Angeles County Code (Section 21.24.020) identified
safe limit of 75 homes in a High Fire Hazard Area serviced by a single road by 126 homes or 168%. For
over a decade an additional access road to this community was a prerequisite for additional residential
development. The current LA County Fire Department approval of this development, overriding the
code requirements, is unsubstantiated by documentation and certification as required by Section 101.4
of the California Fire Code and Uniform Fire Code Adopted by Reference. The Los Angeles County Fire
Department has not documented its justification of increasing the Community residential limit to 201
homes in an area limited to 75 residences. The proposal presents an undue risk to the health and safety
of the occupants of the current 176 residences in this fire prone area that has only a single
entrance/exit which has been blocked in the past by fallen trees.

The Westhills Home Owners Association feels that the proposed development would be an asset to our
community if an additional access road is provided and encourages the Board of Supervisors to require
such a road as a prerequisite for the development to proceed.

Enclosed is a check (or money order in the total amount of $ /8§ 3R 40

The amountof $ /052 . 40 is estimated to cover the cost of preparing for the
Board of Supervisors six (6) copies of the transcript of all pertinent hearings held by the
Regional Planning Commission. The amount of $1,499.00 for applicants or $750.00 for
non-applicants is to cover the Regional Planning Department's processing fee.
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Date 1 /3.5 / 05
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Ms. Robin A. Guerrero
Deputy Executive Officer
Los Angeles, County Board of Supervisor
Room 383, Kenneth Hahn
Hall of Administration
500 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, California 90012

Dear Ms. Guerrero:

Subject:  Tentative Tract/Parcel MapNo. __ 5 A & 5 2 ~{ 33
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Related zoning matters:

CUPorVARNo. 7% - /23 —-(3)

Change of Zone Case No.

Other

This is a notice of appeal from the decision of the Regional Planning Commission in the
subject case. Submitted herewith is a check (or money order), in the total amount of
$750.00. The fee of $130.00 is to cover the cost of a hearing by the Board of
Supervisors and the fee of $620.00 is to cover the Regional Planning Department's
processing fee.

This is to appeal: (Check one)

The Denial of this request

é The Approval of this request

The following conditions of the approval:

1 1 1
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Briefly, the reason for this appeal is as follows:

The proposal presents an undue risk to the health and safety of the Westhills Community.

The Commission approved a 201 home limit in a High Fire Hazard Area which is serviced by only a single
road for ingress and egress. This exceeds the Los Angeles County Code (Section 21.24.020) identified
safe limit of 75 homes in a High Fire Hazard Area serviced by a single road by 126 homes or 168%. For
over a decade an additional access road to this community was a prerequisite for additional residential
development. The current LA County Fire Department approval of this development, overriding the
code requirements, is unsubstantiated by documentation and certification as required by Section 101.4
of the California Fire Code and Uniform Fire Code Adopted by Reference. The Los Angeles County Fire
Department has not documented its justification of increasing the Community residential limit to 201
homes in an area limited to 75 residences. The proposal presents an undue risk to the health and safety
of the occupants of the current 176 residences in this fire prone area that has only a single
entrance/exit which has been blocked in the past by fallen trees.

The Westhills Home Owners Association feels that the proposed development would be an asset to our
community if an additional access road is provided and encourages the Board of Supervisors to require
such a road as a prerequisite for the development to proceed.
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(Signed) Appellant
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Los Angeles County
Department of Regional Planning

Planning for the Challenges Ahead

Bruce W. McClendon FAICP
Director of Planning

Board of Supervisors Hearing Date: April 22, 2008

Project No. 98-123-(3)-Conditional Use Permit, Oak Tree Permit

Case Summary:
Case No. 98-123-(3); Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 52652

Project Applicant: Faye Estates
BOS Hearing Date: March 25, 2008

RPC Hearing Dates: October 3, 2007
RPC Action Date: January 16, 2008

Synopsis

The Regional Planning Commission (“Commission”) approved Project No. 98-123-(3), a subdivision of 58.03

acres to create 25 single-family lots, one open space lot, one public facility lot, one water tank lot and one
recreation lot, located west of Randiwood Lane between Kittridge Street and Welby Way in the Chatsworth
Zoned District. The project also included a request for approval of a conditional use permit (“CUP”) to ensure
ce with the requirements of development within a Residential Planned Development (‘RPD") zone
yards, and for approval of an oak tree permit for the removal
of 14 oak trees (including one heritage oak tree) and encroachment into the protected zone of one oak tree.
This project received a Mitigated Negative Declaration pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act
(“CEQA”) and the Los Angeles County Environmental Guidelines. Impacts mitigated to less than significant
levels include air quality, traffic congestion, protection of walnut woodland and coastal sage scrub habitat, and
visual qualities. The project was appealed to the Board on the basis that the proposal presents an undue risk
to the health and safety of the surrounding community due to the single means of access in a Very High Fire

Hazard Severity Zone.

complian
and for on-site grading in excess of 100,000 cubic

Summary of Regional Planning Commission Proceedings

The Commission conducted concurrent public hearings for the Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 52652,

Conditional Use Permit Case No. 98-123-(3), and Oak Tree Permit Case No. 98-123-(3) on October 3, 2007.

During the public hearing, the Commission heard testimony from three persons, all in opposition to the project.
The three testifiers generally reiterated the concerns expressed in correspondence, including low water
pressure, soil instability, poor maintenance of the property, and removal of oak trees. In addition, they
emphasized problems with emergency vehicle access during fire, traffic and on-street parking, and the desire
to preserve the subject property as open space. They also questioned whether the Los Angeles City Fire
Department had provided any input on the project as it has the closest fire station, and advocated the need for

a full-scale Environmental Impact Report.
After hearing all testimony, the Commission closed the public hearing on October 3, 2007, and directed staff to
prepare the final documents. Before the Commission’s final action, the developer prepared traffic-related

information for the residents of the area surrounding the proposed project. This information was voluntarily
provided by the developer and was not required by any County Department. The Commission approved the

project on January 16, 2008.

320 West Temple Street * Los Angeles, CA 90012 = 213-974-6411 = Fax: 213-626-0434 = TDD: 213-617-2292



PROJECT NO. 98-123-(3) CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT
OAK TREE PERMIT CASE NO. 98-123-(3)
VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 52652

CEO Summary Page 2 of 2

Key Issues
e Community concerns include:
--Single means of access for a total of 201 residences in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone. Fire

Department recommended approval based on topographic constraints and pattern of ownership,
which justified the modification from two means of access;

--Methodology of the traffic report prepared by the developer; and

--Appropriateness of the Initial Study.

A community meeting was held on March 20, 2008, with attendees including members of the existing
adjacent community, and staff from Supervisor Yaroslavsky's Office, County Counsel, and Departments
of Regional Planning, Public Works, and Fire. A report responding to the issues discussed at this

meeting is still pending.

Contact Person: Donald Kress (213) 974-6433



Los Angeles County
Department of Regional Planning

Planning for the Challenges Ahead

Bruce W. McClendon FAICP
Director of Planning

March 13, 2008

The Honorable Board of Supervisors
County of Los Angeles

383 Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration
500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Supervisors,

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO. 98-123-(3)
OAK TREE PERMIT NO. 98-123-(3)
VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 52652
CHATSWORTH ZONED DISTRICT
THIRD SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT (3-VOTE)

On January 16, 2008, the Regional Planning Commission of Los Angeles County
(“Planning Commission”) approved Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 52652, Conditional
Use Permit Case No. 98-123-(3), and Oak Tree Permit Case No. 98-123-(3). The
approved project consists of 25 single family lots, one open space lot, one water tank
lot, one recreation lot, and one public facilities lot on 50.03 gross acres.

The project was subsequently appealed to your Board of Supervisors.

IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT YOUR BOARD AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING:

1. Consider the Mitigated Negative Declaration for Conditional Use Permit Case
No. 89-123-(3), Oak Tree Permit No. 98-123-(3), and Vesting Tentative Tract Map No.
52652, together with any comments received during the public review process, find on
the basis of the whole record before the Board that there is no substantial evidence the
project with the imposed mitigation will have a significant effect on the environment, find
that the project has an impact on fish and wildlife services, find that the Mitigated
Negative Declaration reflects the independent judgment and analysis of the Board, and
adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration.

2. Instruct County Counsel to prepare the necessary findings and conditions
consistent with this report to uphold the approval of the Planning Commission regarding
Conditional Use Permit Case No. 98-123-(3), Oak Tree Permit Case No. 98-123-(3),
and Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 52652.

320 West Temple Street = Los Angeles, CA 90012 = 213-974-6411 = Fax: 213-626-0434 = TDD: 213-617-2292



Honorable Board of Supervisors

Conditional Use Permit Case No. 98-123-(3)
Oak Tree Permit Case No. 98-12-(3)
Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 52652
March 25, 2008

Page 2

FACTS AND PROVISIONS/LEGAL REQUIREMENTS

Project Background

The Planning Commission conducted concurrent public hearings for Conditional Use
Permit Case No. 98-123-(3), Oak Tree Permit Case No. 98-123-(3) and Vesting
Tentative Tract Map No. 52652, and approved the project on January 16, 2008 for a
total of 25 single family lots, one open space lot, one public facilities lot, one water tank
lot, and one recreation lot on 50.03 gross acres.

The conditional use permit is for a residential planned development in the RPD
(Residential Planned Development) zone, and for on-site project grading exceeding
100,000 cubic yards. The oak tree permit is to authorize the removal of 14 oak trees,
including one heritage oak, and encroachment into the protected zone of one oak tree.

Single Means of Access

The issues raised in the appeal include that approval of the 25 single-family residences
of this project together with existing development will exceed the limit of single family
residences that can be served by a single means of access, and that the single means
of access could be blocked by falling trees.

Los Angeles County Code (“County Code”) Section 21.24.020 limits the number of
residences served by a single means of access to 150 where the street or street
system does not traverse a wildland fire area. The existing development adjacent to the
subject property, Tract No. 23762, consists of 176 homes served by a single means of
access to a major highway (Kittridge Street connecting to Valley Circle Boulevard).
Addition of the 25 residences of this project would increase the number of residences
served by a single means of access to 201. Tract No. 23762 recorded in March of 1966
and was approved prior to the cited code restrictions for access. These restrictions
were added to the Los Angeles County Subdivision Ordinance by Ordinance No. 10485,
and became effective May 5, 1972.

Section 21.24.040 of the County Code however provides that limitations on the number
of residences may be modified when “the pattern of ownership or the state of
development of the parcels in the immediate vicinity of a division of land make the strict
application of the provisions of these sections impossible or impractical and that the
public health, safety and general welfare will not be adversely affected thereby.*

Design of TR 23762, and subsequent development around it do not allow for creation of
another means of access to this area from the east. To the north, south, and west, the



Honorable Board of Supervisors

Conditional Use Permit Case No. 98-123-(3)
Oak Tree Permit Case No. 98-12-(3)
Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 52652
March 25, 2008
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subject property is surrounded by park land through which access is not allowed or
feasible:

e West (Bell Canyon State Park—within Ventura County),
e North (El Escorpion Park—uwithin City of Los Angeles),
e South (Knapp Ranch Park—within City of Los Angeles),

A Los Angeles City Department of Water and Power facility is located to the south, and
thus access from this location is also unavailable.

Information received from the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works ("Public
Works") and Los Angeles County Fire Department ("Fire Department") confirm that
public health, safety and general welfare will not be adversely affected by a restriction to
a single route of access. To the contrary, the project will increase public safety since a
new water tank for the Las Virgenes Municipal Water District will increase water
pressure not only for the project, but also for the surrounding community. In addition,
fire sprinklers will be required for all dwellings, and an approved fuel modification plan
will improve fire safety by providing a buffer to the existing tract to the east from any
fires emanating from the west, north or south.

Traffic Evacuation Study

In January of 2008, a traffic evacuation study was prepared in response to the concern
by those residents that additional traffic created by the project will significantly delay
evacuation of the area in the event of fire. The study assesses the impact of the
proposed development on neighborhood evacuation times by comparing the times
required to evacuate the neighborhood before and after the construction of the
proposed development.

Public Works has reviewed this study, and concurs with the methodology used in the
report and with its findings which conclude that the additional traffic associated with the
proposed development will not create a significant impact on evacuation time for the
surrounding community consistent with the environmental determination.

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION

A Mitigated Negative Declaration has been adopted for this project pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act (‘CEQA”) and the Los Angeles County
Environmental Guidelines. Based on the initial study, it has been determined that the
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Conditional Use Permit Case No. 98-123-(3)
Oak Tree Permit Case No. 98-12-(3)
Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 52652
March 25, 2008
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project will not have a significant effect on the environment with modifications as
identified in the project changes/conditions form included in the Initial Study.

Potential impacts include air quality, protection of walnut woodland and coastal sage
scrub habitat, and visual qualities. Mitigation measures include implementation of a
Southern California Air Quality Management District-approved fugitive dust control plan
during construction, and a planting plan approved by the Los Angeles County
Department of Regional Planning to re-establish walnut woodland and coastal sage
scrub environment as well as preserve views.

IMPACT ON CURRENT SERVICES OR PROJECTS
Action on the proposed vesting tentative tract map, conditional use permit, and oak tree
permit is not anticipated to have a negative impact on current services.

Respectfully submitted,

DEPARMENT OF REGIONAL PLANNING
Bruce W. McClendon, FAICP, Director of Planning

G = A
/S‘? S Le Al i, —

Frank Meneses, Administrator
Current Planning Division

FM:SMT:dck

Attachments: GIS-NET map of vicinity
Department of Public Works Letter
Fire Department Letter
Evacuation Study

c: Chief Executive Officer
County Counsel
Assessor
Director, Department of Public Works



COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
“To Enrich Lives Through Effective and Caring Service”

900 SOUTH FREMONT AVENUE
ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91803-1331

DEAN D. EFSTATHIOU, Acting Director Telephone: (626) 458-5100
hitp://dpw.lacounty.gov ADDRESS ALL CORRESPONDENCE TO:
P.O. BOX 1460
ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91802-1460
IN REPLY PLEASE
March 10, 2008 REFER TO FILE: LD-0
TO: Frank Menesses

Department of ional Planning
From: (¢ Dennis Hunter

Department of Public Works
REVIEW OF TRACT NO. 52652 EVACUATION STUDY

Public Works has reviewed the Traffic Assessment for the Faye Estates project dated
January 8, 2008, which was prepared by the traffic engineering firm of Linscott Law and
Greenspan.

This report assesses the impact of the proposed development on neighborhood
evacuation times by comparing the times required to evacuate the neighborhood before
and after the construction of the proposed development. The report was developed
utilizing input from Public Works and Fire Department staff.

Public Works concurs with the methodology used in the analysis. In addition, we agree
with the findings in the report, which conclude that the additional traffic associated with
the proposed development will not create a significant impact on evacuation time for the
surrounding community.

If you have any questions, please contact Steve Burger of my staff at (626)458-4943.

SB:la
P:\idpub\ADMIN\STEVE B\KITTRIDGE EVAC LTR.doc

cc:  Fire Department (Janna Masi)



COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
FIRE DEPARTMENT

1320 NORTH EASTERN AVENUE
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90063-3294
(323) 890-4144

P. MICHAEL FREEMAN
FIRE CHIEF
FORESTER & FIRE WARDEN

March 13, 2008

Department of Regional Planning
Subdivision Section
Attention: Susie Tae

Regarding: Tr. 52652
Kittridge

Dear Susie,

This letter is intended to clarify the Fire Department’s entitiement requirements for the
proposed Kittridge Development. The following findings indicate the Fire Department's
reasons for supporting the proposed development on a single means of access:

e The Department finds that the street system to these proposed dwelling units does not
traverse a wildland area which is subject to hazard from brush or forest fire. This is
due to existing development adjacent to Kittridge Street.

e Since the street system does not traverse a wildland area, 150 dwelling units may be
served, as per the Subdivision Code, Section 21.24.020. Additionally, Section
21.24.040 allows modifications to these requirements based on certain findings and
where the public safety will not be adversely affected.

e The Department finds that the topographic conditions and the pattern of ownership of
parcels in the immediate vicinity make the strict application of the provisions found in
Section 21.24.020 impractical. City of Los Angeles Parks are located on both the north
and south sides of the proposed project, neither of which would allow for a public
street dedication from the project site to Valley Circle Boulevard

SERVING THE UNINCORPORATED AREAS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY AND THE CITIES OF:

AGOURA HILLS  CALABASAS DIAMOND BAR HIDDEN HILLS LA MIRADA MALIBU POMONA SIGNAL HILL
ARTESIA CARSON DUARTE HUNTINGTON PARK LA PUENTE MAYWOOD RANCHO PALOS VERDES SOUTH EL MONTE
AZUSA CERRITOS EL MONTE INDUSTRY LAKEWOOD  NCRWALK ROLLING HILLS SOUTH GATE
BALDWIN PARK ~ CLAREMONT  GARDENA INGLEWOOD LANCASTER  PALMDALE ROLLING HILLS ESTATES TEMPLE CITY

BELL COMMERCE GLENDORA IRWINDALE LAWNDALE PALOS VERDES ESTATES ~ ROSEMEAD WALNUT

BELL GARDENS  COVINA HAWAIIAN GARDENS LA CANADA FLINTRIDGE LOMITA PARAMOUNT SAN DIMAS WEST HOLLYWOOD

EEI;IE)F.}[?F\{\;ER CUDAHY HAWTHORNE LA HABRA LYNWOOD PICO RIVERA SANTA CLARITA WESTLAKE VILLAGE

WHITTIER



Department of Regional Planning
Susie Tae

March 13, 2008

Page 2

On the west side, the property line abuts California State Park Land in Ventura
County. This location was investigated for a possible emergency access connection to
Victory Boulevard. Upon field inspection, it was determined that this access would
subject the public to unnecessary risk due to the fravel route located within the Very
High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ).

The Department finds that other requirements will offset the hazards of proximity to
wildland areas. These requirements include: e

a. Interior fire sprinklers for all new construction within the proposed
development. This would prevent the spread of an interior fire to additional
homes in the area.

b. A new municipal water tank will be installed that will meet the pressure
requirements and fire flow of 1250 GPM for the proposed development, and
will improve the current flow and pressure in the existing Kittridge Tract

c. Compliance by the existing community with requirements for brush clearance
within VHFHSZ.

d. An Extended Fuel Modification Plan at the tract boundaries will provide a new
buffer zone for a large section of the existing Kittridge Tract.

In conclusion, pursuant to Section 21.24.040 of the County Code, the Fire Department
recommends modification of the second means of access, as property limitations prohibit the
strict application of the provisions. The Department has determined that the proposed
improvements will not create a life safety concern and will in turn provide an improved buffer
for the existing residential community. S

Respectiully,

i (ocer

Phil Cocker

Battalion Chief, Fire Prevention Division
Los Angeles County Fire Department

pcocker@fire.lacounty.gov
(323) 890-4132




MEMORANDUM

To: Steve Burger, P.E. Date: January 8, 2008
L.A. County Department of Public Works
Land Development Division

From: David . Shender, PE, 1) %) LGRet  1-073718-1

Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers

Traffic Assessment for the Faye Estates Project

et West Hills area of unincorporated Los Angeles County

This traffic assessment has been prepared for the proposed Faye Estates residential
project located in the West Hills area of unincorporated Los Angeles County.
Specifically, the project site is located off of Kittridge Street west of Valley Circle
Boulevard. The project proposes to construct 25 single family homes.

This traffic assessment evaluates emergency access and exiting considerations for
both existing and future residents of the Kittridge community west of Valley Circle
Boulevard. The existing community comprises 175 single family homes. Thus, with
the build-out of the proposed Faye Estates project, a total of 200 single family
residences would utilize Kittridge Street as their sole means of improved vehicular
access to the area street system. In addition, a park in the area (Knapp Ranch Park)
may contribute additional vehicles during an emergency exiting situation.

The traffic assessment has been prepared using roadway and intersection capacity
factors and standards utilized in the traffic engineering industry. Further, this letter
responds to information provided to your office by a representative of the West Hills
Homeowner’s Association (HOA) with respect to traffic considerations during
emergency evacuations.

Traffic Demand Associated with Emergency Exiting Conditions

For purposes of this analysis, the following assumptions have been made regarding
the potential demand (i.e., number of vehicles) that may seek to exit the Kittridge
community within a short timeframe' during an emergency exiting situation:

o The existing 175 residences would exit with an average of two vehicles per
unit (i.e., 350 vehicles).

o The proposed Faye Estates project (25 residences) would add 50 vehicles,
resulting in a total exiting traffic demand of 400 vehicles.

' It is noted that per our November 29, 2007 meeting with Janna Masi, Supervising Fire Prevention
Engineer with the County Fire Department, that in most circumstances, only residents on “exposed”
streets such as Kittridge Street and Welby Way would be under a mandatory evacuation. Residents on
protected streets such as Vickiview Drive, Daryn Drive and Julie Lane would only evacuate on their
own. However, for purposes of this traffic assessment, it has been conservatively assumed that all
residents would seek to leave the area in case of an emergency.

OMOB_FILE\3718\Traffic Assessment (01 08 08).doc
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Steve Burger
January 8, 2008
Page 2

In addition to the exiting traffic associated with residences in the Kittridge
community, it has been suggested that the traffic assessment also consider additional
vehicles associated with the Knapp Ranch Park. Based on input provided by the
representative of the West Hills HOA, peak park activities could consist of utilization
of the park’s off-street parking spaces (i.e., we counted a total of 53 parking spaces in
two off-street lots serving the park facilities), as well as up to 75 additional park-
related vehicles parked on-street (e.g., along Kittridge Street). Therefore, the Knapp
Ranch Park could add up to 128 additional vehicles (53+75) to the exiting traffic flow
during an emergency situation. Due to the highly conservative (i.e. “worst case™)
aspect of the consideration of Knapp Ranch Park traffic, its contribution to the
residential exiting condition has been evaluated separately herein.

Traffic Analysis Methodology

The traffic analysis has been prepared such that the total time for vehicles to exit the
Kittridge community has been assessed. Note that this time represents the time it
would take a person in the upper reaches of the tract or the “last person out” to
evacuate. The majority of residents would be able to evacuate in a much shorter
period of time. Further this assessment has been made for existing conditions, as well
as for conditions assuming development of the Faye Estates project such that the
incremental change due to the additional residences can be determined.

The traffic analysis evaluates two potential “bottlenecks” in the Kittridge community
that could regulate the flow of traffic exiting the community:

o The segment of Kittridge Street east of Julie Lane to Valley Circle Boulevard.
This segment would need to accommodate all exiting traffic from the existing
175 homes, as well as the future 25 residences associated with the Faye
Estates project. Additionally, all Knapp Ranch Park related traffic would exit
on this segment of Kittridge Street.

o The Valley Circle Boulevard/Kittridge Street intersection. In an emergency
evacuation situation, it is likely that traffic control officers will assist
motorists in exiting Kittridge Street onto Valley Circle Boulevard. However,
there may be circumstances when traffic control officers are not present for
some or all portions of the exiting period. In this instance, the regular
operation of the traffic signal would govern the flow of traffic exiting the
Kittridge community.

OMOB_FILEV3718\Traffic Assessment (01 08 08).doc
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Steve Burger
January 8, 2008
Page 3

The time to exit the Kittridge community has been modeled using standard traffic
capacity factors for street segments and intersections. In the traffic engineering
industry, roadway and intersection capacity is usually expressed in vehicles per hour.
However, based on the utilization of these hourly capacity factors by the forecast
demand, the number of minutes to exit the community can be determined (e.g., a
forecast exit demand that utilizes 50% of the available one hour capacity can be
determined to require a 30 minute exit period).

Traffic modeling software, such as Synchro, would not be applicable in terms of
assessing the total exit period for an emergency situation as such software determines
vehicle queuing and delay at intersections on a cycle-by-cycle basis. Such software
would not be able to determine, for example, how the timeframe is required to exit
traffic associated with 200 residences if all associated vehicles sought to exit the
Kittridge community at a near simultaneous basis.

A representative of the West Hills HOA provided for consideration two technical
papers regarding fire prone communities and subdivision-level analyses associated
with wildfire evacuations. The paper covering the subdivision-level analysis of
evacuations (Emergency Planning in the Urban-Wildland Interface: Subdivision-
Level Analysis of Wildfire Evacuations, co-authored by Brian Wolshon and Emile
Marchive, Journal of Urban Planning and Development, published by ASCE, March,
2007) utilized a microscopic simulation program, CORSIM, in an effort to evaluate
network exiting times during an emergency evacuation. These models are intensive
undertakings often requiring extensive coding of both individual source nodes
(individual homes) and the existing local roadway network. These models are best
suited to the analysis of large subdivisions with multiple access points that also
involve route choice dependent upon alternate routes.

The CORSIM simulation cited in the paper involved an analysis of the Summit Park
subdivision in suburban Salt Lake City, Utah, and was prepared in order to evaluate
the effect that motorist’s route choice (i.e., to avoid congested segments in a network)
is likely to have on overall evacuation times. The study subdivision consisted of 753
detached single family homes with two points of access in forested and mountainous
terrain. The subdivision is also located adjacent to the Wasatch-Cache National
Forest.

The Kittridge community, by comparison, has a single point of access via Kittridge
Street which provides 20-foot wide lanes (i.e., equivalent to a 12-foot wide travel lane
and an 8-foot wide parking lane) and has standard horizontal and vertical curve
features and is not located in mountainous terrain. As such, an extensive simulation
modeling effort (using CORSIM or other similar software packages) would not yield
meaningful results as there is one route choice (i.e., Kittridge Street) for residents and
park users within the Kittridge community. Accordingly, the evaluation of the
potential changes to exiting time provided in the following sections is based on the
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traffic capacity of street segments and intersections as documented in standard traffic
engineering references such as the Highway Capacity Manual published by the
Transportation Research Board is appropriate for this review.

Traffic Capacity of Kittridge Street

Kittridge Street is a fully improved local roadway that is approximately 40 feet wide
between curbs. The roadway is sufficiently wide to accommodate two lanes of
moving traffic (i.e., one lane in each direction) plus vehicles parked along both curbs.
Therefore, there are no physical roadway constraints on Kittridge Street that would
hinder exiting during emergency conditions (in fact, under an extreme emergency,
both travel lanes could be used for exiting if needed).

The traffic flow capacity for Kittridge Street was determined based on factors
provided within the current edition of the Highway Capacity Manual published by the
Transportation Research Board in 2000 (i.e., the “HCM 2000”). Within the manual
(page 20-3), it states “The capacity of a two-lane highway is 1,700 pc/h [passenger
cars per hour] for each direction of travel.” In regards to this capacity figure, the
following points are noted:

o While the HCM 2000 uses the term “two-lane highway” (i.e., one travel lane
in each direction), the traffic capacity figure provided in the HCM 2000 is
directly applicable to urban conditions. In fact, it is stated on page 12-13 of
HCM 2000 that the “Class II” two-lane highway (as designated by the HCM
2000) evaluated in the manual applies to most collector and local roads.
Kittridge Street is a designated Local Street, and thus is appropriate for
evaluation under the HCM 2000 traffic capacity methodology. Further, the
HCM 2000 definition implies that the presence of driveways and intersecting
streets that can be found on typical urban collector and local roads have been
considered in establishing the base capacity.

o The capacity figure derived by the Transportation Research Board for the
HCM 2000 is based on actual saturation flow rate studies conducted on
existing roadways. Further, the capacity rate of 1,700 pc/h does not imply that
1,700 vehicles would utilize a local road such as Kittridge Street. Rather, it
suggests that for short periods of extremely high traffic demand (e.g., in an
emergency exiting scenario), the equivalent of 1,700 vehicles over one hour
could be accommodated. For example, in a 15-minute period, approximately
425 vehicles could be accommodated on Kittridge Street (i.e., 25% of 1,700)
if there ever was such a demand.
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o The HCM 2000 identifies on page 12-13 various “base condition” roadway
characteristics that have been assumed in establishing the 1,700 pc/h capacity.
Examples of the base condition characteristics in HCM 2000 include:

o Lane widths greater than or equal to 12 feet;
o Clear shoulder wider than or equal to 6 feet; and
o All passenger cars.

Two-lane roadways that have characteristics that deviate from the base
condition could have a reduced capacity. However, Kittridge Street has 20-
foot wide travel lanes (i.e., yielding an effective 12-foot wide travel lane and
8-foot wide shoulder for each direction) and essentially accommodates
passenger cars (i.e., no trucks or buses). Therefore, there are no physical
characteristics that would suggest a deviation from the HCM 2000 base traffic
capacity.

A copy of the relevant pages from the HCM 2000 is attached for reference.?

The potential time needed to clear 350-400 vehicles® from the Kittridge community
was assessed using the 1,700 vehicles per hour capacity from HCM 2000 as provided
below:

o 350 vehicles/1,700 vehicles per hour * 60 minutes per hour = 12.35 minutes
o 400 vehicles/1,700 vehicles per hour * 60 minutes per hour = 14.12 minutes

2 In one of the reports that was considered, (Public Safety in The Urban-Wildland interface: Should
Fire-Prone Communities Have a Maximum Occupancy, authored by Thomas J. Cova, and published
by ASCE August, 2005), it is suggested that a substantially lower capacity figure be considered for the
analysis (i.e., approximately 800 vehicles per hour, equivalent to approximately 13 vehicles per
minute). The approximation appears to have been derived from a research paper which relied on a
formula cited in a prior 1997 version of the Highway Capacity Manual. Further, the research paper
applied factors to the formula (e.g. utilizing only 78% of the roadway capacity, assuming substandard
roadway widths, etc.) that are not applicable to Kittridge Street. As previously noted, Kittridge Street
is a fully improved roadway and, in an emergency evacuation, it is reasonable to assume that the street
capacity would be fully utilized. Further, Kittridge Street provides a 20-foot wide lane in each
direction (equivalent to a 12-foot wide lane for moving traffic and an eight foot “shoulder” for
parking). Also, Kittridge Street has standard horizontal and vertical curve features. Therefore, for this
analysis, it is appropriate to utilize the 1,700 vehicles per hour factor provided in the current HCM
2000 manual.

3 For the existing community, it is assumed that 350 vehicles could seek to exit in an emergency based

on two vehicles for each of the 175 residences. For the condition with the proposed Faye Estates
project, the additional 25 residences would result in a total of 400 vehicles.
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As shown, the addition of 25 residences (e.g., 50 vehicles) would incrementally
increase the exiting time by approximately 1.77 minutes (i.e., one minute and 46
seconds).

As discussed above, the Kittridge community exiting has also been assessed assuming
an extremely high level of activity at the Knapp Ranch Park, resulting in 53 vehicles
in the off-street lots and 75 vehicles parked on-street. The calculations for evacuation
of the Kittridge community—with and without the proposed Faye Estates project—
are provided below:

o (350+53+75) vehicles/1,700 vehicles per hour * 60 minutes per hour = 16.87
minutes

o (400+53+75) vehicles/1,700 vehicles per hour * 60 minutes per hour = 18.64
minutes

As shown, with consideration of the 128 vehicles (53+75) related to the Knapp Ranch
Park, total exiting time with the addition of 25 residences (e.g., 50 vehicles) would
increase the exiting time from approximately 16.87 minutes to 18.64 minutes. Thus,
the incremental increase due to the Faye Estates project continues to be 1.77 minutes
(i.e., one minute and 46 seconds).

Valley Circle Boulevard/Kittridge Street Intersection

As noted above, the primary factor in controlling the flow of traffic leaving the
Kittridge community in an emergency situation is the capacity of the segment of
Kittridge Street west of Valley Circle Boulevard, which would accommodate all of
the traffic exiting the community. In an emergency situation requiring evacuation, it
is reasonable to assume that traffic control personnel will assist motorists in exiting
the community if needed at the Valley Circle Boulevard intersection.

As requested, we have evaluated an alternative scenario whereby traffic control
personnel are not controlling the Valley Circle Boulevard/Kittridge Street
intersection, and thus traffic flow exiting the community would be regulated by the
existing timing of the intersection.

LLG personnel visited and monitored the Valley Circle Boulevard/Kittridge Street
intersection in the field to determine the existing allocation of traffic signal “green”
time provided to Kittridge Street during the course of a typical traffic signal cycle.
The Kittridge Street approach is actuated, and thus will provide green time to this
approach as long as the detector equipment senses a vehicle (extended green times are
also provided for pedestrians crossing Valley Circle Boulevard).
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Based on this field review, it was determined that the typical traffic signal cycle
length is approximately 60 seconds (i.e., it takes 60 seconds for the traffic signal to
complete one full cycle of red, yellow and green indications to both the Valley Circle
Boulevard and Kittridge Street approaches). Further, of the 60 second cycle,
Kittridge Street was determined to receive a maximum of approximately 26 seconds
of green time (or approximately 43.3% of the total cycle length).

As previously noted, Kittridge Street is approximately 40 feet wide between curbs.
At the Valley Circle Boulevard intersection, the eastbound approach is half the
roadway width (i.e., 20 feet wide). Although it is not currently striped for separate
left, through and right turn lanes, this width is adequate for two cars to queue side-by-
side (e.g., one left-turning vehicle and one right-turning vehicle) while waiting at the
traffic signal, effectively creating two lanes on the approach. For purposes of
determining intersection vehicle capacity, the Traffic Impact Analysis Report
Guidelines published by L.A. County Department of Public Works (dated January 1,
1997) assumes a capacity of 1,600 vehicles per lane per hour of traffic signal green
time.* Therefore, for the eastbound Kittridge Street approach to the Valley Circle
Boulevard intersection, two lanes of traffic and 43.3% of the traffic signal green time
results in a total capacity of approximately 1,385 vehicles per hour.’

However, in consultation with the County of Los Angeles Department of Public
Works, Traffic and Lighting Division, it was determined that a more conservative
approach to estimating the capacity of the signalized Valley Circle
Boulevard/Kittridge Street intersection would be to consider the number of vehicles
per cycle that would utilize the left and right approach lanes:

o For travel lanes that accommodate through and right-turn traffic, the County
of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, Traffic and Lighting Division
recommended a per lane utilization factor of one vehicle every two seconds of
green time. Based on the maximum 26 seconds of green time allocated to
Kittridge Street, this would result in a utilization of 13 vehicles per cycle, or
780 vehicles per hour based on 60 cycles per hour.®

o For travel lanes that accommodate left-turn traffic, a reduced factor of four
vehicles per cycle is assumed by Traffic and Lighting (i.e., as opposed to the

* It is noted that the per lane capacity of 1,600 vehicles per hour at intersections is slightly less than the
1,700 vehicles per lane assumed in a “mid-block™ condition due to the inefficiencies caused at
intersections related to vehicles decelerating, stopping, and then accelerating.

* Two lanes x 1,600 vehicles per lane per hour of green time x 43.3% of green time allocated to
eastbound Kittridge Street traffic. It is noted that additional capacity would likely be achieved based
on right-turns on red that would be reasonably expected during the traffic signal operation, however,
for this analysis these movements have not be considered.

® One vehicle per lane every two seconds x 26 seconds of green time per cycle x 60 cycles per hour =
780 vehicles per hour per lane.
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13 vehicles per cycle in the lane accommodating through and right-turn
traffic) due to the consideration that left-turn motorists may be required to
wait for opposing traffic to clear prior to completing left-turns. Based on the
60 cycles per hour, the effective utilization of the left-turn lane would be 240
vehicles per hour.

Based on the above, the total capacity for the eastbound Kittridge Street approach to
the signalized Valley Circle Boulevard intersection would be 1,020 vehicles per hour
(240 vehicles per hour for the left lane and 780 vehicles per hour for the right lane).
Again, the analysis is conservative as it does not assume additional vehicles
processed through the intersection that would be able to make right-turns on red from
eastbound Kittridge Street onto southbound Valley Circle Boulevard.

Based on these parameters, the following assessment is made:

o 350 vehicles/1,020 vehicles per hour * 60 minutes per hour = 20.59 minutes
o 400 vehicles/1,020 vehicles per hour * 60 minutes per hour = 23.53 minutes

Based on the above analysis, if the Valley Circle Boulevard/Kittridge Street
intersection were not controlled by law enforcement personnel, the addition of 25
residences (e.g., 50 vehicles) would incrementally increase the exiting time by
approximately 2.94 minutes (i.e., two minutes and 56 seconds) if all residences from
the Kittridge community seek to leave at one time.

A similar assessment has been prepared assuming a peak levelof activity at the Knapp
Ranch Park, resulting in 53 vehicles in the off-street lots and 75 vehicles parked on-
street. The calculations for evacuation of the Kittridge community—with and without
the proposed Faye Estates project—are provided below:

o (350+53+75) vehicles/1,020 vehicles per hour * 60 minutes per hour = 28.12
minutes

o (400+53+75) vehicles/1,020 vehicles per hour * 60 minutes per hour = 31.06
minutes

Based on the above analysis, if the Valley Circle Boulevard/Kittridge Street
intersection were not controlled by law enforcement personnel, and with
consideration of additional traffic related to utilization of the Knapp Ranch Park, the
addition of 25 residences (e.g., 50 vehicles) would incrementally increase the exiting
time by approximately 2.94 minutes (i.e., two minutes and 56 seconds), which is
consistent with the finding if there is no additional traffic from the park.
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If you have any questions or comments regarding this traffic assessment prepared for
the Faye Estates project, please call.

cc: File
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Highway Capacity Manual 2000

CAPACITY

The capacity of a two-lane highway is 1,700 pc/h for each direction of travel. The
capacity is nearly independent of the directional distribution of traffic on the facility,
except that for extended lengths of two-lane highway, the capacity will not exceed 3,200
pc/h for both directions of travel combined. For short lengths of two-lane highway—such
as tunnels or bridges—a capacity of 3,200 to 3,400 pc/h for both directions of travel
combined may be attained but cannot be expected for an extended length.

LEVELS OF SERVICE

The service measures for a two-lane highway are defined in Chapter 12, “Highway
Concepts.” On Class I highways, efficient mobility is paramount, and LOS is defined in
terms of both percent time-spent-following and average travel speed. On Class II
highways, mobility is less critical, and LOS is defined only in terms of percent time-
spent-following, without consideration of average travel speed. Drivers will tolerate
higher levels of percent time-spent-following on a Class II facility than on a Class I
facility, because Class II facilities usually serve shorter trips and different trip purposes.

LOS criteria for two-lane highways in Classes I and II are presented in Exhibits 20-2,
20-3, and 20-4. Exhibit 20-2 reflects the maximum values of percent time-spent-
following and average travel speed for each LOS for Class I highways. A segment of a
Class I highway must meet the criteria for both the percent time-spent-following and the
average travel speed shown in Exhibit 20-2 to be classified in any particular LOS.
Exhibit 20-3 illustrates the LOS criteria for Class I highways. For example, a Class I
two-lane highway with percent time-spent-following equal to 45 percent and an average
travel speed of 40 mi/h would be classified as LLOS D based on Exhibit 20-2. However, a
Class II highway with the same conditions would be classified as LOS B based on
Exhibit 20-4. The difference between these LOS assessments represents the difference in
motorist expectations for Class I and II facilities.

The LLOS criteria in Exhibits 20-2 through 20-4 apply to all types of two-lane
highways, including extended two-way segments, extended directional segments, specific
upgrades, and specific downgrades.

TWO-WAY SEGMENTS

The two-way segment methodology estimates measures of traffic operation along a
section of highway, based on terrain, geometric design, and traffic conditions. Terrain is
classified as level or rolling, as described below. Mountainous terrain is addressed in the
operational analysis of specific upgrades and downgrades, presented below. This
methodology typically is applied to highway sections of at least 2.0 mi.

Traffic data needed to apply the two-way segment methodology include the two-way
hourly volume, a peak-hour factor (PHF), and the directional distribution of traffic flow.
The PHF may be computed from field data, or appropriate default values may be selected
from the tabulated values presented in Chapter 12. Traffic data also include the
proportion of trucks and recreational vehicles (RVs) in the traffic stream. The operational
analysis of extended two-way segments for a two-lane highway involves several steps,
described in the following sections.

EXHIBIT 20-2. LOS CRITERIA FOR TWO-LANE HIGHWAYS IN CLASS |

LOS Percent Time-Spent-Following Average Travel Speed (mi/h)
A <3 >55
B >35-50 > 50-55
C > 50-65 >45-50
D > 65-80 > 40-45
E >80 <40

Note:
LOS F applies whenever the flow rate exceeds the segment capacity.

Capacity = 1,700 pc/h for
each direction, and 3,200 for
both directions combined

For definitions of the service
measures for two-lane
highways, percent time-spent-
following, and average travel
speed, see Chapter 12,
"Highway Concepts”

For definitions of Class | and Il
highways, also see Chapier
12

20-3
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The classes of two-lane roads closely relate to their functions—most arterials are
considered Class I, and most collectors and local roads are considered Class II. However,
the primary determinant of a facility’s classification in an operational analysis is the
motorist’s expectations, which might not agree with the functional classification. For
example, an intercity route that passes through rugged mountainous terrain might be
described as Class II instead of Class I if motorists recognize that a high-speed route is
not feasible in that corridor.

The LOS for Class I highways on which efficient mobility is paramount is defined in
terms of both percent time-spent-following and average travel speed. On Class II
highways, mobility is less critical, and LOS is defined only in terms of percent time-
spent-following. Drivers generally tolerate higher levels of percent time-spent-following
on a Class II facility than on a Class I facility, because Class II highways usually serve
shorter trips and different trip purposes.

BASE CONDITIONS

The base conditions for a two-lane highway are the absence of restrictive geometric,
traffic, or environmental factors. Base conditions are not the same as typical or default
conditions. The methodology in Chapter 20 accounts for the effects of geometric, traffic,
or environmental conditions that are more restrictive than the base conditions. The base
conditions include

* Lane widths greater than or equal to 12 ft;

* Clear shoulders wider than or equal to 6 ft;

* No no-passing zones;

= All passenger cars;

* No impediments to through traffic, such as traffic control or turning vehicles; and

* Level terrain.

For the analysis of two-way flow (i.e., both directions), a 50/50 directional split of
traffic is also considered a base condition. Most directional distribution on rural two-lane
highways ranges from 50/50 to 70/30. On recreational routes, the directional distribution
may be as high as 80/20 or more during holiday or other peak periods. Some variation in
speed and percent time-spent-following occurs with changing directional distribution and
volume. For directional analysis (i.e., separate analysis of each direction), directional
distribution is not a base condition.

Traffic can operate ideally only if lanes and shoulders are wide enough not to
constrain speeds. Lane and shoulder widths less than the base values of 12 ft and 6 ft,
respectively, are likely to reduce speeds and may increase percent time-spent-following.

The frequency of no-passing zones is used to characterize roadway design and to
analyze expected traffic conditions along a two-lane highway. A no-passing zone is any
zone marked for no passing or any section of road with a passing sight distance of 1,000
ft or less. The average percentage of no-passing zones in both directions along a section
is used for the analysis of two-way flow. The percentage of no-passing zones for a
particular direction of travel is used in directional analysis.

No-passing zones typically range from 20 to 50 percent of a rural two-lane highway.

Values approaching 100 percent can be found on sections of winding, mountainous roads.

No-passing zones have a greater effect in mountainous terrain than in level or rolling
terrain. Heavy platoon formation along a highway section also can cause greater-than-
expected operational problems on an adjacent downstream section with restricted passing
opportunities.

BASIC RELATIONSHIPS

Exhibit 12-6 shows the relationship of flow rate, average travel speed, and percent
time-spent-following for base conditions on an extended two-way facility (7).

Highway geometric features include a general description of longitudinal section
characteristics and specific roadway cross-section information. Longitudinal section

For Class | highways, two
criteria define LOS: percent
time-spent-following and
average travel speed. For
Class Il highways, LOS is
based only on percent time-
spent-following.

No-passing zone

The sight distance value of
1,000 ft is equivalent to that
used by the Manual on
Uniform Traffic Control
Devices for passing and no-
passing zones on highways
with an 85th-percentile speed
of 55 mi/h

12-13
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Mr. Baker:

SUBJECT: VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 52652
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO. 98-123-(3)
OAK TREE PERMIT CASE NO. 98-123~(3)
MAP DATE: JULY 19, 2007

A public hearing on Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 52652, Conditional Use Permit Case No. 98-
123-(3), and Oak Tree Permit Case No. 98-123-(3) was held before the Regional Planning
Commission of Los Angeles County (“Commission”) on October 3, 2007.

After considering the evidence presented, the Commission in their action on January 16, 2008
approved the vesting tentative tract map, conditional use permit, and oak tree permit in accordance
with the Subdivision Map Act, Titles 21 (Subdivision Ordinance) and 22 (Zoning Ordinance) of the
Los Angeles County Code (“County Code”), and the recommendations and conditions of the Los
Angeles County Subdivision Committee. A copy of the approved findings and conditions is

attached.

The action on the vesting tentative tract map, conditional use permit and oak tree permit

authorizes:

1. The subdivision of the 58.03 acre property into 25 single family lots, one recreation lot, one
water tank lot, one public facilities lot, and one open space lot;

2. The development of the property in compliance with requirements for project grading in
excess of 100,000 cubic yards and for development in an RPD zone; and

3. The removal of 14 oak trees, including one (1) heritage oak, and encroachment on the

protected zone of one (1) oak tree.

The decision of the Commission regarding the vesting tentative tract map, conditional use permit,
and oak tree permit shall become final and effective on the date of the decision, provided no
appeal of the action taken has been filed with the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors within
the following time period:

320 West Temple Street = Los Angeles, CA 90012 = 213-974-6411 = Fax: 213-626-0434 = TDD: 213-617-2292
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= In accordance with the requirements of the State Map Act, the vesting tentative tract map
may be appealed within 10 days following the decision of the Regional Planning
Commission, which is by January 28, 2008.

= In accordance with requirements of the Los Angeles County Code (Zoning Ordinance), the
conditional use permit, and oak tree permit may be appealed during the 14-day period
following your receipt of this letter.

The decision of the Commission regarding the vesting tentative tract map, conditional use permit,
and oak tree permit may be appealed to the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors. If you
wish to appeal the decision of the Commission to the Board of Supervisors, you must do so
in writing and pay the appropriate fee. Please contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at
213-974-1432 for the current approval fee. Your appeal should be filed with the Office of the Clerk
of the Board, Room 303, Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administraiton, 500 West Temple Street, Los

Angeles, California, 90012.

Once the appeal period has passed and all applicable fees have been paid in person, the
approved vesting tentative tract map and Exhibit “A” may be obtained at the Land Divisions Section
in Room 1382, Hall of Records Building, 320 West Temple Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012.

The vesting tentative tract map approval shall expire on January 16, 2010. If the subject vesting
tentative tract map does not record prior to the expiration date, a request in writing for an extension
of the approval, accompanied by the appropriate fee, must be delivered in person within one
month prior to the expiration date.

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Mr. Donald Kress of the Land
Divisions Section of the Department of Regional Planning at (213) 974-6433 between the hours of
7:30 a.m. and 6 p.m., Monday through Thursday. Our offices are closed Fridays.

Sincerely,

DEPARTMENT OF REGIONAL PLANNING
Bruce W. McClendon, FAICP
Director of Planning

(‘5@%&%

Susan Tae, AICP
Supervising Regional Planner
Land Divisions Section

SMT:dck

Enclosures: Findings and Conditions, Mitigation Monitoring Program, Affidavit of Acceptance, Fish
and Game Fee
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FINDINGS OF THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
FOR CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO. 98-123-(3)

The Los Angeles County Regional Planning Commission ("Commission")
conducted a noticed public hearing in the matter of Conditional Use Permit Case
No. 98-123-(3) on October 3, 2007. Conditional Use Permit Case No. 98-123-(3)
was heard concurrently with Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 52652 and Oak Tree

Permit Case No. 98-123-(3).

Conditional Use Permit Case No. 98-123-(3) is a request for on-site project
grading exceeding 100,000 cubic yards, and to develop within the existing
Residential Planned Development (“RPD”) zone.

The subject site is located west of Randiwood Lane between Kittridge Street and
Welby Way in unincorporated Chatsworth in the Chatsworth Zoned District.

The rectangularly-shaped property is 58.03 gross acres in size with level to steeply
sloping topography.

Access to the proposed development is provided from Randiwood Lane, a 54-foot
wide dedicated street.

The project site is currently zoned R-1-10,000 (Single Family Residence-10,000
Square Foot Minimum Required Lot Area) and RPD-30,000-1.5U (Residential
Planned Development-30,000 Square Foot Minimum Required Lot Area-1.5
Dwelling Units Per Net Acre). The R-1-10,000 zone comprises 21.47 acres and
the RPD-30,000-1.5U zone comprises 31.56 acres, and is depicted on the
tentative and Exhibit “A” maps. Building pads on proposed Lot Nos. 1 through 15
and 23 through 25 are entirely within the R-1-10,000 zone; building pads on Lot
Nos. 16 through 22 are in both the R-1-10,000 and RPD-30,000-1.5U zones. This
zoning was applied to the subject property by Ordinance No. 87-0085Z, adopted
on June 23, 1987.

The subject property consists of one lot which is currently unimproved
Surrounding uses include single-family residences to the east, El Escorpion Park
(City of Los Angeles) to the north; Knapp Ranch Park, and a Department of Water
and Power facility (City of Los Angeles) to the south; and Bell Canyon State Park
(Ventura County) to the west.

The project is consistent with the R-1-10,000 and RPD-30,000-1.5U zoning
classification. Single-family residences are permitted in the R-1 zone pursuant to
Section 22.20.070 of the Los Angeles County Code (“County Code”) and in the
RPD zone by Section 22.20.460 of the County Code.
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9. The property is depicted within the Low Density Residential land use category of

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

the Los Angeles Countywide General Plan (“General Plan”). This category would
allow a maximum of 348 dwelling units on the subject property. The applicant is
proposing 25 dwelling units, approximately 0.43 dwelling units per acre, which is
consistent with the maximum allowed by the General Plan.

Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 52652 is a related request to create 25 single-
family lots, one recreation lot, one water tank lot, one open space lot, and one
public facilities lot on 58.03 acres

Oak Tree Permit Case No. 98-123-(3) is a related request to remove 14 oak trees,
including one heritage oak, and to encroach within the protected zone of one oak

tree.

The project proposes to create 25 single family and one public facilities, one
recreation, one open space, and one water tank lots. Proposed residential lot sizes
will range from 0.61 gross acres to 2.86 gross acres. The public facilities lot, Lot
26, is a flag lot with a 30 foot wide fee access strip. The recreation lot, Lot 28, and
water tank lot, Lot 29, are flag lots each with a 15-foot-wide fee access strip with a
common driveway 30 feet wide. The water tank lot, Lot 29, will be dedicated to the
Las Virgenes Water District for water storage tanks.

Prior to the October 3, 2007 public hearing, 16 items of correspondence were
received. Major concerns included increases in traffic in general, low water
pressure, soil instability, poor maintenance of the subject property, preservation of
the subject property as open space, impeded trail access, blowing of dust and
disruptive traffic during construction, removal of oak trees, and increase in crime.

During the October 3, 2007 Commission public hearing, the Commission heard a
presentation from staff that summarized the project proposal, environmental
determination, consistency with the Los Angeles Countywide General Plan, project
zoning, and concerns of the opposition.

During the October 3, 2007 Commission public hearing, the Commission heard
testimony from the applicant’s attorney and engineer. They stated the applicant
had agreed to five “conditions” with the neighboring residents of the Westhills
development (located east of Randiwood Lane between Welby Way and Kittridge
Street) and provided the Commission with a copy of the proposed conditions.

During the October 3, 2007 Commission public hearing, the Commission heard
testimony from three persons, all in opposition to the project. The three testifiers
generally recapped the concerns expressed in the correspondence. In addition,
they emphasized problems with emergency vehicle access during fire, traffic and
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on-street parking, visual impact of water tanks on the hill, the large amount of
grading proposed, and the desire to preserve the subject property as open space.
They also questioned whether the Los Angeles City Fire Department had provided
any input on the project as it has the closest fire station geographically, and
advocated the need for a full-scale Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) for the
project.

During the October 3, 2007 Commission public hearing, the Commission heard the
applicant’s rebuttal. The attorney and engineer stressed the following points:

e The Los Angeles County Fire Department signed off on the project, which
must mean they considered all aspects of the project, including emergency
vehicle access during fire, and approved the project.

e On-street parking serves the park users, so the City of Los Angeles should
resolve parking for Knapp Ranch Park to alleviate some of the traffic and
parking problems on Kittridge Street.

e Water tanks must be at the highest elevation of the project to create the
required water pressure.

e Reducing the scope of the project would not reduce the amount of grading
necessary for this project, as roads and other infrastructure would still be
required.

During the October 3, 2007 Commission public hearing, after hearing all the
testimony, the Commission closed the public hearing, adopted the Mitigated
Negative Declaration by a vote of 4-0 (Commissioner Rew absent), indicated its
intent to approve Conditional Use Permit Case No. 98-123-(3), and directed staff
to prepare the findings and final conditions of the project, including the following:

e Incorporate the conditions the applicant has agreed to with the Westhills
homeowners, stated in a letter from Latham & Watkins dated October 2,
2007;

o Prohibit this development from becoming a gated community;

e Direct the future Homeowners Association (HOA) to obtain a letter from
Conservancy for easements over the slope as a green belt for open space;

e Direct Los Angeles County Fire Department to interface with bordering
cities in establishing participation in the planning stages for emergency
responses;

e Install a security fence at the edge of the publicly maintained detention
facility;

e Use dark, earth color cement for terrace drains and dark fencing for public
facilities lot;

e Develop a plan for stockpiling the top four to six inches of topsoil for re-
vegetation purposes;
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20.

21.

22.

23.

e Direct Los Angeles County Public Works to obtain acceptance flow letter
from City of Los Angeles and Las Virgenes Municipal Water District to
handle sewage system;

e Establish off-street parking for construction workers;

e Require the construction office to post a contact telephone number visible
for members of the public;

e Explore possibility of having antennas on water tank restricted to required
telemetry antenna, with no cell phone or other commercial antennas;

e Landscape around the water tank with angled entrance into water tank;

e Construct a berm around the water tanks or explore the possibility of
lowering them;

e Require undulating grading lines as a condition of approval;

e Site houses as the Los Angeles County Fire Department directs, so the
houses are not sited at the edge of the lot;

e Require mitigation oak trees to be installed as a one-gallon oak trees plus
one acorn in the same watering zone, covered with mulch; and

e Prohibit fencing for homes from obstructing the skyline/viewline of existing
homes on the east side of Randiwood Lane.

During the December 19, 2007 Commission public meeting, the Commission
continued approval of the final findings and conditions of the project by a vote of 5-
0 to the consent calendar of March 5, 2008, to allow the developer more time to
prepare traffic-related information that is being voluntarily provided for the
residents of the area surrounding the proposed project.

On December 24, 2007, staff sent a memo to the Commission putting this item as
a discussion/possible action item at the January 9, 2008, Commission public
meeting and recommending this item be taken off the consent calendar for March
5, 2008, and scheduled as a consent item at the January 16, 2008, Commission

public meeting.

The Commission finds that Department of Public Works Road Condition No. 23 is
hereby modified to require street trees to be grouped to appear natural.

The Commission finds that in keeping with the neighborhood pattern, Department
of Public Works Road Condition No. 24 is hereby modified to require street lights
only at intersections.

The Commission finds that landscaping around the water tank shall be grouped to
appear natural.
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24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

The Commission finds that a reasonable distance between individual driveways
shall be required to maximize street parking.

An Initial Study was prepared for this project in compliance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et. seq.)
(“CEQA”), the State CEQA Guidelines, and the Environmental Document
Reporting Procedures and Guidelines of the County of Los Angeles. The Initial
Study identified potentially significant effects to air quality, traffic congestion,
protection of walnut woodland and coastal sage scrub habitat, and visual qualities
and found them to be reduced to less than significant levels with mitigation
measures. Based on the Initial Study and project revisions, a Mitigated Negative
Declaration has been prepared for this project

After consideration of the attached Mitigated Negative Declaration together with
any comments received during the public review process, the Commission finds
on the basis of the whole record before the Commission that there is no
substantial evidence the project as revised will have a significant effect on the
environment, finds the Mitigated Negative Declaration reflects the independent
judgment and analysis of the Commission, and adopts the Mitigated Negative

Declaration.

A Mitigation Monitoring Program (“MMP”) consistent with the conclusions and
recommendations of the Mitigated Negative Declaration has been prepared, and
its requirements have been incorporated into the conditions of approval for this

project.

The MMP prepared in conjunction with the Mitigated Negative Declaration
identifies in detail the manner in which compliance with the measures adopted to
mitigate or avoid potential adverse impacts of the project to the environment is
ensured.

This project does not have “no effect” on fish and wildlife resources. Therefore,
the project is not exempt from California Department of Fish and Game fees
pursuant to Section 711.4 of the California Fish and Game Code.

Approval of this project is conditioned on the permittee’s compliance with the
attached conditions of approval as well as the conditions of approval for Vesting
Tentative Tract Map No. 52652.

The applicant has demonstrated the suitability of the subject property for the
proposed use. Establishment of the proposed use at such location is in conformity
with good zoning practice. Compliance with the conditions of approval will ensure
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compatibility with surrounding land uses and consistency with all applicable Plan
policies.

The location of the documents and other materials constituting the record of
proceedings upon which the Commission’s decision is based in this matter is the
Department of Regional Planning (“Regional Planning”), 13th Floor, Hall of
Records, 320 West Temple Street, Los Angeles, California 90012. The custodian
of such documents and materials shall be the Section Head of the Land Divisions

Section, Regional Planning.

BASED ON THE FOREGOING, THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES CONCLUDES:

A

That the proposed use with the attached conditions and restrictions will be
consistent with the Los Angeles Countywide General Plan (“General Plan”);

With the attached conditions and restrictions, that the requested use at the
proposed location will not adversely affect the health, peace, comfort, or welfare of
persons residing or working in the surrounding area, will not be materially
detrimental to the use, enjoyment, or valuation of property of other persons
located in the vicinity of the site, and will not jeopardize, endanger, or otherwise
constitute a menace to the public health, safety or general welfare;

That the proposed site is adequate in size and shape to accommodate the yards,
walls, fences, parking and loading facilities, landscaping and other development
features prescribed in Title 22 of the County Code, or as is otherwise required in
order to integrate said use with the uses in the surrounding area;

That the proposed site is adequately served by highways or streets of sufficient
width and improved as necessary to carry the kind and quantity of traffic such use
would generate, and by other public or private service facilities as are required;

and

Approval by the hearing officer shall be based upon findings that the plan
compiles with the intent of planned residential development as set forth in
subsection B, Los Angeles County Code Section 22.20.460, provides as well or
better for light and air, for public safety and convenience, the protection of
property values and the preservation of the general welfare of the community,
than if developed as provided in subsection A of this section.

THEREFORE, THE PLANNING COMMISSION:

1.

Adopts the Mitigated Negative Declaration and certifies that it has been completed
in compliance with CEQA and the State and County guidelines related thereto.
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conditions.



DEPARTMENT OF REGIONAL PLANNING
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 98-123-(3) EXHIBIT “A” DATE: JULY 19, 2007

CONDITIONS

1.

This grant authorizes the use of the 58.03 acre subject property for 25 single-
family residential, one open space, one recreation, one public facilities, and one
water tank lots as a residential planned development in the RPD-30,000-1.5U
zone and onsite grading review criteria, as depicted on the approved Exhibit “A”,
subject to all of the following conditions of approval.

This grant shall not be effective for any purpose until the permittee, and the
owner of the subject property if other than the permittee, have filed at the office of
the Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning (“Regional Planning”)
an affidavit stating that they are aware of, and agree to accept, all the conditions
of this grant and that the conditions have been recorded as required by Condition
No. 7, and until all required monies have been paid pursuant to Conditions Nos.

8 and 57.

Unless otherwise apparent from the context, the term "permittee” shall include
the applicant and any other person, corporation, or entity making use of this

grant.

If any provision of this grant is held or declared to be invalid, the permit shall be
void and the privileges granted hereunder shall lapse.

Notice is hereby given that any person violating a provision of this grant is guilty
of a misdemeanor. Notice is further given that the Los Angeles County Regional
Planning Commission or Hearing Officer may, after conducting a public hearing,
revoke or modify this grant, if it finds that these conditions have been violated or
that this grant has been exercised so as to be detrimental to the public health or
safety or so as to be a nuisance.

If inspections are required to ensure compliance with the conditions of this grant,
or if any inspection discloses that the property is being used in violation of any
condition of this grant, the permittee shall be financially responsible and shall
reimburse Regional Planning for all inspections and for any enforcement efforts
necessary to bring the subject property into compliance. Inspections shall be
made to ensure compliance with the conditions of this grant as well as adherence
to development in accordance with the approved site plan on file. The amount
charged for inspections shall be the amount equal to the recovery cost at the
time of payment (currently $150.00 per inspection).

The property owner or permittee shall record the terms and conditions of this
grant in the office of the Los Angeles County Recorder. In addition, upon any
transfer or lease of the subject property during the term of this grant, the property
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10.

11.

owner or permittee shall promptly provide a copy of the grant and its terms and
conditions to the transferee or lessee of the subject property.

Within five (5) days of the approval date of this grant, remit a $1,926.785
processing fee payable to the County of Los Angeles in connection with the filing
and posting of a Notice of Determination in compliance with Section 21152 of the
California Public Resources Code and Section 711 of the California Fish and
Game Code to defray the costs of fish and wildlife protection and management
incurred by the California Department of Fish and Game. No land use project
subject to this requirement is final, vested or operative until the fee is paid.

The permittee shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the County, its agents,
officers, and employees from any claim, action, or proceeding against the County
or its agents, officers, or employees to attack, set aside, void or annul this permit
approval, which action is brought within the applicable time period of Government
Code Section 65009 or any other applicable limitation period. The County shall
notify the permittee of any claim, action or proceeding and the County shall
reasonably cooperate in the defense.

In the event that any claim, action, or proceeding as described above is filed
against the County, the permittee shall within ten days of the filing pay Regional
Planning an initial deposit of $5,000.00, from which actual costs shall be billed
and deducted for the purpose of defraying the expenses involved in the
department's cooperation in the defense, including but not limited to, depositions,
testimony, and other assistance to the permittee or permittee's counsel. The
permittee shall also pay the following supplemental deposits, from which actual
costs shall be billed and deducted:

a. If during the litigation process, actual costs incurred reach 80 percent of
the amount on deposit, the permittee shall deposit additional funds
sufficient to bring the balance up to the amount of the initial deposit. There
is no limit to the number of supplemental deposits that may be required
prior to completion of the litigation; and

b. At the sole discretion of the permittee, the amount of an initial or
supplemental deposit may exceed the minimum amounts defined herein.

The cost for collection and duplication of records and other related documents
will be paid by the permittee in accordance with Los Angeles County Code
Section 2.170.010.

This grant shall expire unless used within two years after the recordation of a
final map for Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 52652. In the event that Vesting
Tentative Tract Map No. 52652 should expire without the recordation of a final
map, this grant shall expire upon the expiration of the vesting tentative map.
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12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

Entittement to the use of the property thereafter shall be subject to the
regulations then in effect.

The subject property shall be graded, developed and maintained in substantial
compliance with the approved Exhibit “A” map dated July 19, 2007. An amended
or revised tentative tract map approved for Vesting Tentative Tract Map No.
52652 may, at the discretion of the Director of Planning, constitute a revised
Exhibit “A”. All revised plans shall require the written authorization of the property

owner.

All development shall comply with the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance and
of the specific zoning of the subject property, except as specifically modified by
this grant, as set forth in these conditions, including the approved Exhibit "A," or a
revised Exhibit "A" approved by the Director of Regional Planning (“Director of

Planning”).

The area of individual lots shall substantially conform to that shown on the
approved Exhibit “A”.

The development of the subject property shall conform to the conditions
approved for Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 52652.

No structure shall exceed a height of 35 feet above grade, except for chimneys
and rooftop antennas.

All structures shall comply with the requirements of the Division of Building and
Safety of the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (“Public Works”).

A reasonable distance shall be provided between individual driveways to allow
for street parking.

Detonation of explosives or any other blasting devices or material shall be
prohibited unless all required permits have been obtained.

All grading and construction on the subject property and appurtenant activities,
including engine warm-up, shall be restricted to the hours between 7:00 a.m. and
6:00 p.m. Monday through Friday. No Saturday, Sunday or holiday operations
are permitted.

The permittee shall implement a dust control program during grading and
construction to the satisfaction of the Director of Public Works.

The permittee shall, upon commencement of any grading activity allowed by this
permit, diligently pursue all grading to completion.
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23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

No construction equipment or vehicles shall be parked or stored on any existing
public or private streets.

The permittee shall establish off-street parking for construction workers.

The permittee shall obtain all necessary permits from Public Works and shall
maintain all such permits in full force and effect throughout the life of this permit.

All construction and development within the subject property shall comply with
the applicable provisions of the Building Code and the various related
mechanical, electrical, plumbing, fire, grading and excavation codes as currently
adopted by the County of Los Angeles.

All structures, walls and fences open to public view shall remain free of
extraneous markings, drawings, or signage. These shall include any of the above
that do not directly relate to the use of the premises or that do not provide
pertinent information about said premises. The only exceptions shall be
seasonal decorations or signage provided under the auspices of a civic or non-

profit organization.

In the event such extraneous markings occur, the permittee shall remove or
cover said markings, drawings, or signage no later than 24 hours after such
occurrence, weather permitting. Paint utilized in covering such markings shall be
of a color that matches, as closely as possible, the color of the adjacent surfaces.

The permittee shall utilize water-saving devices and technology in the
construction of this project to the extent feasible and consistent with the Los
Angeles County Building and Plumbing Codes.

Prior to the issuance of any grading and/or building permit, the permittee shall
submit to the Director of Regional Planning for review and approval three (3)
copies of a revised Exhibit “A” (fully dimensioned, detailed site plan), indicating
that the proposed construction and associated grading complies with the
conditions of this grant and the standards of the zone.

All graded slopes (cut and fill) shall be revegetated. Prior to the issuance of any
grading or building permit, three (3) copies of a landscape plan, which may be
incorporated into a revised Exhibit “A”, shall be submitted to and approved by
the Director of Regional Planning before issuance of any building permit. The
landscape plan shall show size, type, and location of all plants, trees, and
watering facilities. This landscaping shall also include plants and/or trees around
the water tanks for buffering. Landscaping around the water tanks shall be
grouped to appear natural. All landscaping shall be maintained in a neat, clean,
and healthful condition, including proper pruning, weeding, removal of litter,
fertilizing and replacement of plants when necessary.
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32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

In addition to the review and approval by the Director of Regional Planning, the
landscaping plans will be reviewed by the staff biologist of Regional Planning and
the Los Angeles County Forester and Fire Warden. Their review will include an
evaluation of the balance of structural diversity (e.g. trees, shrubs and
groundcover) that could be expected 18 months after planting in compliance with
fire safety requirements.

The landscaping plan must show that at least 50 percent of the area covered by
landscaping will contain only locally indigenous species, including not only trees,
but shrubs and ground covering as well. However, if the permittee demonstrates
to the satisfaction of the Director of Regional Planning that compliance with this
requirement is not possible due to County fire safety requirements, then the
Director of Regional Planning may determine that a lower percentage of such
planting shall be required. In those areas where the Director of Regional
Planning approves a lower percentage, the amount of such required locally
indigenous vegetation shall be at least 30 percent. The landscaping will include
trees, shrubs and ground covering at a mixture and density determined by the
Director of Regional Planning and the Forester and Fire Warden. Fire retardant
plants shall be given first consideration.

Timing of Planting. Prior to the issuance of building permits for any construction,
the permittee shall submit a landscaping phasing plan for the landscaping
associated with that construction to be approved by the Director of Regional
Planning. This phasing plan shall establish the timing and sequencing of the
required landscaping, including required plantings within six months and
expected growth during the subsequent 18 months.

No grading permit shall be issued prior to the recordation of a final map except
as authorized by the Director of Regional Planning.

Open space shall comprise a minimum of 45 percent of the net area of the
project (26.47 acres), contained in open space Lot No. 27, as depicted on the
Exhibit “A” dated July 19, 2007. No development, including grading and
structures, beyond that depicted on the approved Exhibit “A”, is permitted on Lot
No. 27 to ensure the open space is permanently maintained.

Construction equipment operations shall be suspended during second stage
smog alerts.

Only Southern California Air Quality Management District (“SCAQMD”) approved
zero or low VOC content paints and solvents shall be used.

Tennis court lighting is prohibited.
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37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

Street lights need to be shielded and directed away from open space and park
areas. Street light intensity and street pole height shall be the lowest allowable
by Public Works Traffic and Lighting Division.

Project related activities likely to have the potential of disturbing suitable bird
nesting habitat shall be prohibited from February 1 through August 31, unless a
biological monitor acceptable to the Director of Planning surveys the project area
prior to disturbance to confirm that disturbance to habitat will no result in the
failure of nests on-site or immediately adjacent to the area of disturbance.
Disturbance shall be defined as any activity that physically removes and/or
damages vegetation or habitat, any action that may cause disruption of nesting
behavior such as noise exceeding 90dB from equipment, or direct artificial night
lighting. Surveys shall be conducted on the subject property within 300 feet of
disturbance area (500 feet for raptors) no earlier than seven (7) days prior to the
commencement of disturbance. If an active nest is discovered on-site or can be
reasonably deduced to exist immediately adjacent on-site (in cases where
access to adjacent properties is prevented, the project biologist shall demarcate
an are to be avoided by construction activity until the active nest(s) is vacated for
the season and there is no evidence of further nesting attempts. This
demarcated area will incorporate a buffer area surrounding the active nest that is
suitable in size and habitat type to provide a reasonable expectation of breeding
success for nesting birds. Limits of avoidance shall be demarcated with flagging
or fencing. The project proponent shall record the results of the surveys and
recommend protective measures described above and submit the records to
Regional Planning to document compliance with applicable State and Federal
laws pertaining to the protection of native birds.

In the event that human burials or artifacts are uncovered, construction work
shall halt and a qualified archaeologist shall be retained to assess the situation.
The applicant shall comply with all archaeological recommendations.

The publicly-maintained detention facility, including access stairs, shall be fenced
and include a locking gate. Fencing shall be designed to the satisfaction of
Public Works. Fencing may be wrought iron, if it is designed to the satisfaction of
Public Works and maintained by the Homeowner’s Association. Provide for the
maintenance of the wrought iron fence in the CC&R’s.

Use dark earth color cement for terrace drains and dark fencing for public
facilities lot.

The applicant shall develop a plan for stockpiling the top four to six inches of
topsoil for re-vegetation purposes to the satisfaction of Public Works prior to
grading permit issuance.

The applicant shall submit a grading plan depicting undulating grading contours
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44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

to the satisfaction of Regional Planning prior to grading permit issuance.

The general contractor shall to post a contact telephone number visible for
members of the public on the construction office trailer.

The entrance road to the water tank area shall be at an angle.

Prior to building permit issuance, submit a Revised Exhibit “A” depicting that
fencing for homes shall not obstruct the skyline/viewline of existing homes in the
immediate area.

As agreed to by the applicant, Tract 52652 shall be a part of the Westhills
community.

The City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power access road shall not
be obstructed by the project.

An easement shall be offered to the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy
(“SMMC”) and, if accepted, recorded in favor of the SMMC, wholly orin
conjunction with the homeowner’s association (‘HOA”), over the sloped area
above Randiwood Lane as shown in the attached Exhibit “B” which shall prohibit
the construction of rear yard walls in the easement area, except to the extent
necessary to comply with condition number 46 above, and shall require the
easement area to be maintained as an attractive, landscaped greenbelt. The
draft easement shall be submitted to Regional Planning for review and approval
prior to final approval and recordation of the easement document. Also provide
for the maintenance and enforcement of this easement in the CC&R’s.

An easement to maintain Open Space Lot No. 27 as open space shall be offered
to the SMMC and, if accepted, recorded in favor of the SMMC wholly or in
conjunction with the HOA and the SMMC. The draft easement shall be submitted
to Regional Planning for review and approval prior to final approval and
recordation of the easement document. Also provide for the maintenance and
enforcement of this easement in the CC&R’s.

If the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy is not able to accept easements as
provided for in Conditions Nos. 49 and 50, the HOA shall provide evidence to this
effect to the satisfaction of Regional Planning.

Prior to building permit issuance, submit a Revised Exhibit “A” that sites the
structures consistent with the fuel modification plan approved by the Fire
Department.

As agreed to by the applicant, the water tank shall be lowered in elevation to the
satisfaction of Regional Planning and the Las Virgenes Municipal Water District.
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54.

05.

56.

57.

No antennas or other structures may be attached to water tanks excepting those
required for operation and maintenance of the tanks.

Record a covenant with the County of Los Angeles agreeing to comply with the
required environmental mitigation measures. Prior to recordation, submit a copy
of the covenant to the Director of Regional Planning for approval.

The environmental mitigation measures are incorporated herein by reference and
made conditions of this grant. As a means of ensuring the effectiveness of the
mitigation measures, the permittee shall submit yearly mitigation monitoring
reports to the Director of Regional Planning for approval and replenish the
mitigation monitoring account, if necessary, until all such mitigation measures
have been implemented and completed. The reports shall describe the status of
the permittee’s compliance with the required mitigation measures.

Within 30 days of the approval of this grant, the permittee shall deposit the sum
of $3,000.00 with Regional Planning to defray the cost of reviewing the
subdivider’s reports and verifying compliance with the Mitigation Monitoring
Program. The permittee shall retain the services of a qualified
Environmental/Mitigation Monitoring Consultant, subject to the approval of the
Director of Regional Planning, to ensure that all applicable mitigation measures
are implemented and reported in the required Mitigation Monitoring Reports.



FINDINGS OF THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
OAK TREE PERMIT CASE No. 98-123-(3)

. The Regional Planning Commission (“Commission”) of the County of Los
Angeles has conducted a public hearing on the matter of Oak Tree Permit
Case No 98-123-(3) on October 3, 2007. Oak Tree Permit Case No. 98-123-
(3) was heard concurrently with Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 52652 and
Conditional Use Permit (“CUP”) Case No. 98-123-(3).

. The subject site is located West of Randiwood Lane between Kittridge Street
and Welby Way in unincorporated Chatsworth in the Chatsworth Zoned

District.

. The rectangularly-shaped property is 58.03 gross acres in size with level to
steeply sloping topography.

. Oak Tree Permit Case No. 98-123-(3) is a request to remove 14 oak trees,
including one heritage oak, and encroach on the protected zone of one oak

tree.

. The applicant submitted an Oak Tree Report prepared by Trees, Etc., the
consulting arborist, dated June 22, 2006, that identifies and evaluates 43 oak
trees on the subject property. The oak trees proposed for removal are located
within areas to be graded.

. The Los Angeles County Forester and Fire Warden (“Forester”), has reviewed
the Oak Tree Report and determined that the document is accurate and
complete as to the location, size, condition and species of the oak trees on
the site. The Forester has recommended approval of the requested oak tree
removals, subject to recommended conditions of approval, including
replacement trees to be provided on a 2:1 basis, and 10:1 for heritage oaks.
Therefore, the total mitigation planting shall include 36 specimen oak trees.

. Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 52652 is a related request to create 25
single-family, one recreation lot, one water tank lot, one open space lot, and
one public facilities lots on 58.03 acres, including two flag lots, on 0.54 gross

acres.

. CUP Case No. 98-123-(3) is a related request for on-site project grading
exceeding 100,000 cubic yards and to develop within the existing Residential
Planned Development (“RPD”) zone.

. The necessary drainage improvements for soil erosion control will be
designed in accordance with the standards of the Los Angeles County
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10.Department of Public Works (“Public Works”) as a condition of approval of the
associated tentative tract map.

11.Prior to the October 3, 2007 public hearing, 16 items of correspondence were
received. Major concerns included increases in traffic in general, low water
pressure, soil instability, poor maintenance of the subject property,
preservation of the subject property as open space, impeded trail access,
blowing of dust and disruptive traffic during construction, removal of oak
trees, and increase in crime.

12.During the October 3, 2007 Commission public hearing, the Commission
heard a presentation from staff that summarized the project proposal,
environmental determination, consistency with the Los Angeles Countywide
General Plan, project zoning, and concerns of the opposition.

13.During the October 3, 2007 Commission public hearing, the Commission
heard testimony from the applicant’s attorney and engineer. They stated the
applicant had agreed to five “conditions” with the neighboring residents of the
Westhills development (located east of Randiwood Lane between Welby Way
and Kittridge Street) and provided the Commission with a copy of the
proposed conditions.

14.During the October 3, 2007 Commission public hearing, the Commission
heard testimony from three persons, all in opposition to the project. The three
testifiers generally recapped the concerns expressed in the correspondence.
In addition, they emphasized problems with emergency vehicle access during
fire, traffic and on-street parking, visual impact of water tanks on the hill, the
large amount of grading proposed, and the desire to preserve the subject
property as open space. They also questioned whether the Los Angeles City
Fire Department had provided any input on the project as it has the closest
fire station geographically, and advocated the need for a full-scale
Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) for the project.

15.During the October 3, 2007 Commission public hearing, the Commission
heard the applicant's rebuttal. The attorney and engineer stressed the
following points:

e The Los Angeles County Fire Department signed off on the project,
which must mean they considered all aspects of the project, including
emergency vehicle access during fire, and approved the project.

e On-street parking serves the park users, so the City of Los Angeles
should resolve parking for Knapp Ranch Park to alleviate some of the
traffic and parking problems on Kittridge Street.
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Water tanks must be at the highest elevation of the project to create
the required water pressure.

Reducing the scope of the project would not reduce the amount of
grading necessary for this project, as roads and other infrastructure
would still be required.

16. During the October 3, 2007 Commission public hearing, after hearing all
the testimony, the Commission closed the public hearing, adopted the
Mitigated Negative Declaration by a vote of 4-0 (Commissioner Rew
absent), indicated its intent to approve Oak Tree Permit Case No. 98-123-
(3), and directed staff to prepare the findings and final conditions of the
project, including the following:

Incorporate the conditions the applicant has agreed to with the
Westhills homeowners, stated in a letter from Latham & Watkins dated
October 2, 2007;

Prohibit this development from becoming a gated community;

Direct the future Homeowners Association (HOA) to obtain a letter
from Conservancy for easements over the slope as a green belt for
open space;

Direct Los Angeles County Fire Department to interface with bordering
cities in establishing participation in the planning stages for emergency
responses;

Install a security fence at the edge of the publicly maintained detention
facility; ;

Use dark, earth color cement for terrace drains and dark fencing for
public facilities lot;

Develop a plan for stockpiling the top four to six inches of topsail for re-
vegetation purposes;

Direct Los Angeles County Public Works to obtain acceptance flow
letter from City of Los Angeles and Las Virgenes Municipal Water
District to handle sewage system;

Establish off-street parking for construction workers;

Require the construction office to post a contact telephone number
visible for members of the public;

Explore possibility of having antennas on water tank restricted to
required telemetry antenna, with no cell phone or other commercial
antennas;

Landscape around the water tank with angled entrance into water tank;
Construct a berm around the water tanks or explore the possibility of
lowering them;

Require undulating grading lines as a condition of approval;
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17.

18.

e Site houses as the Los Angeles County Fire Department directs, so the
houses are not sited at the edge of the lot;

e Require mitigation oak trees to be installed as a one-gallon oak trees
plus one acorn in the same watering zone, covered with mulch; and

e Prohibit fencing for homes from obstructing the skyline/viewline of
existing homes on the east side of Randiwood Lane.

During the December 19, 2007 Commission public meeting, the Commission
continued approval of the final findings and conditions of the project by a vote
of 5-0 to the consent calendar of March 5, 2008, to allow the developer more
time to prepare traffic-related information that is being voluntarily provided for
the residents of the area surrounding the proposed project.

On December 24, 2007, staff sent a memo to the Commission puitting this
item as a discussion/possible action item at the January 9, 2008, Commission
public meeting and recommending this item be taken off the consent calendar
for March 5, 2008, and scheduled as a consent item at the January 16, 2008,
Commission public meeting.

19. The Commission finds that Department of Public Works Road Condition No.

23 is hereby modified to require street trees to be grouped to appear natural.

20. The Commission finds that in keeping with the neighborhood pattern,

Department of Public Works Road Condition No. 24 is hereby modified to
require street lights only at intersections.

21. The Commission finds that landscaping around the water tank shall be

grouped to appear natural.

22. The Commission finds that a reasonable distance between individual

23.

driveways shall be required to maximize street parking.

An Initial Study was prepared for this project in compliance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et. seq.)
(“CEQA”"), the State CEQA Guidelines, and the Environmental Document
Reporting Procedures and Guidelines of the County of Los Angeles. The
Initial Study identified potentially significant effects to air quality, traffic
congestion, protection of walnut woodland and coastal sage scrub habitat,
and visual qualities and found them to be reduced to less than significant
levels with mitigation measures. Based on the Initial Study and project
revisions, a Mitigated Negative Declaration has been prepared for this project.
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24 After consideration of the attached Mitigated Negative Declaration together

25.

26.

27.

with any comments received during the public review process, the
Commission finds on the basis of the whole record before the Commission
that there is no substantial evidence the project as revised will have a
significant effect on the environment, finds the Mitigated Negative Declaration
reflects the independent judgment and analysis of the Commission, and
adopts the Mitigated Negative Declaration.

A Mitigation Monitoring Program (“MMP”) consistent with the conclusions and
recommendations of the Mitigated Negative Declaration has been prepared,
and its requirements have been incorporated into the conditions of approval
for this project.

The MMP prepared in conjunction with the Mitigated Negative Declaration |
identifies in detail the manner in which compliance with the measures
adopted to mitigate or avoid potential adverse impacts of the project to the
environment is ensured.

This project does not have “no effect” on fish and wildlife resources.
Therefore, the project is not exempt from California Department of Fish and
Game fees pursuant to Section 711.4 of the California Fish and Game Code.

The location of the documents and other materials constituting the record of
proceedings upon which the Commission’s decision is based in this matter is the
Department of Regional Planning (“Regional Planning”), 13" Floor, Hall of
Records, 320 West Temple Street, Los Angeles, California 90012. The custodian
of such documents and materials shall be the Section Head of the Land Divisions

Section, Regional Planning.

BASED ON THE FOREGOING, THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES CONCLUDES:

A

That construction of the proposed land use will be accomplished without
endangering the health of any remaining trees on the property that are
subject to Chapter 22.56, Part 16, of the Los Angeles County Code;

That the removal of 14 oak trees and the encroachment into the protected
zone of one oak tree is necessary for development reasons as the trees at
the present location frustrate the planned improvements or proposed use
of the subject property to such an extent that alternative development
plans cannot achieve the same permitted density or the cost of such
alternative would be prohibitive;
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C. That the removal and encroachment of the oak trees proposed will not

result in soil erosion through the diversion or increased flow of surface
waters which cannot be satisfactorily mitigated; and

D. That the removal and encroachment of the oak trees proposed will not be
contrary to or in substantial conflict with the intent and purpose of the oak
tree permit procedure;

THEREFORE, the information submitted by the applicant and presented at the public
hearing substantiates the required findings for an Oak tree permit as set forth in Section
22.56.2100 of the Los Angeles County Code (Zoning Ordinance).

THEREFORE, in view of the findings of fact and conclusions presented above, Oak
Tree Permit Case No. 98-123-(3) is approved subject to the attached conditions
established by the Commission.
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CONDITIONS

(Questions relating to these conditions should be addressed to the Forestry Division,
Prevention Bureau of the County Forester and Fire Warden (“Forester”), 323-890-4330)

1.

This grant shall not be effective until the permittee and the owner of the property
involved (if other than the permittee), have filed at the office of the Department of
Regional Planning (“Regional Planning”) their affidavit stating that they are aware
of and agree to accept all conditions of this grant.

Unless otherwise apparent from the context, the term “permittee” shall include
the applicant and any other person, corporation, or other entity making use of this

grant.

The permittee shall, prior to commencement of the use authorized by this grant,
deposit with the County of Los Angeles Fire Department (“Fire Department”) a
sum of $1,000. Such fees shall be used to compensate the County Forester and
Fire Warden $100 per inspection to cover expenses incurred while inspecting the
project to determine the permittee’s compliance with the conditions of approval.
The above fees provide for one (1) pre-construction meeting and nine (9)
inspections until the conditions of approval have been met.

The Director of Regional Planning and the County Forester shall retain the right
to make regular unannounced site inspections.

Before commencing work authorized or required by this grant, the consulting
arborist shall submit a letter to the Director of Regional Planning and the Fire
Department, Forestry Division, stating that he or she has been retained by the
permittee to perform or supervise the work, and that he or she agrees to report to
the Director of Regional Planning and the County Forester any failure to fully
comply with the conditions of the grant. The arborist shall also submit a written
report on permit compliance upon completion of the work required by this grant.
The report shall include a diagram showing the exact number and location of all
mitigation trees planted as well as planting dates.

The permittee shall arrange for the consulting arborist or a similarly qualified
person to maintain all remaining Oak trees on the subject property that are within
the zone of impact as determined by the County Forester for the life of the Oak

Tree Permit.

The permittee shall install temporary chain-link fencing, not less than four (4) feet
in height, to secure the protected zone of all remaining Oak trees on site as
necessary. The fencing shall be installed prior to grading or tree removal, and
shall not be removed without approval of the County Forester. The term
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“protected zone” refers to the area extending five (5) feet beyond the dripline of

the Oak tree (before pruning). Or fifteen (15) feet from the trunk, whichever is
greater.

6. Copies of the Oak Tree report, Oak tree map, mitigation planting plan and
conditions of approval shall be kept on the project site and available for review.

All individuals associated with the project as it relates to the Oak resource shall
be familiar with the Oak Tree Report, Oak tree map, and mitigation planting plan
and conditions of approval.

7. This grant allows the removal of fourteen (14) trees of the Oak genus (Quercus
agrifolia) identified as Tree Numbers 10,11, 12 13, 14, 15 24, 25, 26 (heritage),
27, 40, 41, 42, and 43 on the applicant’s site plan and Oak Tree report.

This grant also allows encroachment within the protected zone of one (1) tree of
the oak genus identified as Tree Number 9 on the applicant’s site plan map and
Oak Tree Report. Trenching, excavation, or clearance of vegetation within the
protected zone of an Oak tree shall be accomplished by the use of hand tools or
small hand-held power tools. Any major roots encountered shall be conserved to
the extent possible and treated as recommended by the consulting arborist.

8 In addition to the work expressly allowed by this permit, remedial pruning
intended to ensure the continued health of a protected Oak tree or to improve its
appearance or structure may be performed. Such pruning shall include the
removal of deadwood and stubs and medium pruning of branches two (2) inches
in diameter or less in accordance with the guidelines published by the National
Arborist Association. Copies of these guidelines are available from the Fire
Department, Forestry Division. In no case shall more than 20 percent of the tree
canopy be removed.

9. Except as otherwise expressly authorized by this grant, the remaining Oak trees
shall be maintained in accordance with the principles set forth in the publication
“Oak Trees: Care and Maintenance,” prepared by the Fire Department, Forestry
Division. A copy of the publication is enclosed with these conditions.

MITIGATION TREES:

10. The permittee shall provide mitigation trees of the Oak genus at a rate of ten to
one (10:1) (10 total) for each heritage size tree removed and two to one (2:1) (26
total) trees for each non-heritage tree removed for a grand total of 36 trees.
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11.  Each mitigation tree shall consist of a 1-gallon specimen in size and measure

12.

13.

14.

15.

one (1) inch or more in diameter one (1) foot above the base plus one acorn
covered in muich in the same watering zone.. Free forms trees with multiple
stems are permissible; the combined diameter of the two (2) largest stems of
such trees shall measure a minimum of one (1) inch in diameter one (1) foot

above the base.

Mitigation trees shall consist of indigenous varieties of Quercus agrifolia grown
from a local seed source.

Mitigation trees shall be planted within one (1) year of the permitted Oak tree
removals. Additional mitigation trees shall be planted within one (1) year of the
death of any tree, which results from its permitted encroachment. Mitigation trees
shall be planted either on site or at an off-site location approved by the County
Forester. Alternatively, a contribution to the County of Los Angeles Oak Forest
Special Fund may be made in the amount equivalent to the Oak resource loss.
The contribution shall be calculated by the consulting arborist and approved by
the County Forester according to the most current edition of the International
Society of Arboriculture’s “Guide for Plant Appraisal.”

The permittee shall properly maintain each mitigation tree and shall replace any
tree failing to survive due to a lack of proper care and maintenance with a tree
meeting the specifications set forth above. The two-year maintenance period will
begin upon receipt of a letter from the permittee or consulting arborist to the
Director of Regional Planning and the County Forester indicating that the
mitigation trees have been planted. The maintenance period of the trees failing
to survive two (2) years will start anew with the new replacement trees.
Subsequently, additional monitoring fees shall be required.

All mitigation Oak trees planted as a condition of this permit shall be protected in
perpetuity by the Los Angeles County Oak Tree Ordinance once they have
survived the required maintenance period.

NON-PERMITTED ACTIONS AND VIOLATIONS:

16.

17.

Encroachment within the protected zone of any additional tree of the Oak genus
on the project site is prohibited.

Should encroachment within the protected zone of any additional tree of the Oak
genus on the project site not permitted by this grant result in its injury or death
within two (2) years, the permittee shall be required to make a contribution to the
Los Angeles County Oak Forest Special Fund in the amount equivalent to the
Oak resource damage/loss. Said contribution shall be calculated by the
consulting arborist and approved by the County Forester according to the most
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18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

current edition of the International Society of Arboriculture’s “Guide for Plant
Appraisal.”

No planting or irrigation system shall be installed within the dripline of any oak
tree that will be retained.

Utility trenches shall not be routed within the protected zone of an Oak tree
unless the serving utility requires such locations.

Equipment, materials, and vehicles shall not be stored, parked, or operated
within the protected zone of any Oak tree. No temporary structures shall be
placed within the protected zone of any Oak tree.

Violations of the conditions of this grant shall result in immediate work stoppage
or in a notice of correction depending on the nature of the violation. A time frame
within which deficiencies must be corrected will be indicated on the notice of

correction.

Should any future inspection disclose that the subject property is being used in
violation of any one of the conditions of this grant, the permittee shall be held
financially responsible and shall reimburse the County of Los Angeles Fire
Department, Forestry Division for all enforcement efforts necessary to bring the

subject property into compliance.



FINDINGS OF THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
FOR VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 52652

The Los Angeles County Regional Planning Commission ("Commission")
conducted a noticed public hearing in the matter of Vesting Tentative Tract Map
No. 52652 on October 3, 2007. Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 52652 was
heard concurrently with Conditional Use Permit Case No. 98-123-(3) and Oak
Tree Permit Case No. 98-123-(3).

Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 52652 is a request to create 25 single-family lots,
one recreation lot, one water tank lot, one open space lot, and one public facilities
lot on 58.03 acres.

The subject site is located west of Randiwood Lane between Kittridge Street and
Welby Way in unincorporated Chatsworth in the Chatsworth Zoned District.

The rectangularly-shaped property is 58.03 gross acres in size with level to steeply
sloping topography.

Access to the proposed development is provided from Randiwood Lane, a 54-foot
wide dedicated street.

The project site is currently zoned R-1-10,000 (Single Family Residence-10,000
Square Foot Minimum Required Lot Area) and RPD-30,000-1.5U (Residential
Planned Development-30,000 Square Foot Minimum Required Lot Area-1.5
Dwelling Units Per Net Acre). The R-1-10,000 zone comprises 21.47 acres and
the RPD-30,000-1.5U zone comprises 31.56 acres, and is depicted on the
tentative and Exhibit “A” maps. Building pads on proposed Lot Nos. 1 through 15
and 23 through 25 are entirely within the R-1-10,000 zone; building pads on Lot
Nos. 16 through 22 are in both the R-1-10,000 and RPD-30,000-1.5U zones. This
zoning was applied to the subject property by Ordinance No. 87-0085Z, adopted
on June 23, 1987.

The subject property consists of one lot which is currently unimproved
Surrounding uses include single-family residences to the east, El Escorpion Park
(City of Los Angeles) to the north; Knapp Ranch Park, and a Department of Water
and Power facility (City of Los Angeles) to the south; and Bell Canyon State Park
(Ventura County) to the west.

The project is consistent with the R-1-10,000 and RPD-30,000-1.5U zoning
classification. Single-family residences are permitted in the R-1 zone pursuant to
Section 22.20.070 of the Los Angeles County Code (“County Code”) and in the
RPD zone by Section 22.20.460 of the County Code.
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9. The property is depicted within the Low Density Residential land use category of

10.

1.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

the Los Angeles Countywide General Plan (“General Plan”). This category would
allow a maximum of 96 dwelling units on the subject property. The applicant is
proposing 25 dwelling units, approximately 0.43 dwelling units per acre, which is
consistent with the maximum allowed by the General Plan.

Conditional Use Permit Case No. 98-123-(3) is a related request for on-site project
grading exceeding 100,000 cubic yards, and to develop within the existing
Residential Planned Development (“RPD”) zone.

Oak Tree Permit Case No. 98-123-(3) is a related request to remove 14 oak trees,
including one heritage oak, and to encroach within the protected zone of one oak

free.

The project proposes to create 25 single family lots and one each public facilities,
recreation, open space, and water tank lots. Proposed residential lot sizes will
range from 0.61 gross acres to 2.86 gross acres. The public facilities lot, Lot 26, is
a flag lot with a 30 foot wide fee access strip. The recreation lot, Lot 28, and water
tank lot, Lot 29, are flag lots each with a 15-foot-wide fee access strip with a
common driveway 30 feet wide. The water tank lot, Lot 29, will be dedicated to the
Las Virgenes Water District for water storage tanks.

Prior to the October 3, 2007 public hearing, 16 items of correspondence were
received. Major concerns included increases in traffic in general, low water
pressure, soil instability, poor maintenance of the subject property, preservation of
the subject property as open space, impeded trail access, blowing of dust and
disruptive traffic during construction, removal of oak trees, and increase in crime.

During the October 3, 2007 Commission public hearing, the Commission heard a
presentation from staff that summarized the project proposal, environmental
determination, consistency with the Los Angeles Countywide General Plan, project
zoning, and concerns of the opposition.

During the October 3, 2007 Commission public hearing, the Commission heard
testimony from the applicant’s attorney and engineer. They stated the applicant
had agreed to five “conditions” with the neighboring residents of the Westhills
development (located east of Randiwood Lane between Welby Way and Kittridge
Street) and provided the Commission with a copy of the proposed conditions.

During the October 3, 2007 Commission public hearing, the Commission heard
testimony from three persons, all in opposition to the project. The three testifiers
generally recapped the concerns expressed in the correspondence. In addition,
they emphasized problems with emergency vehicle access during fire, traffic and
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17.

18.

on-street parking, visual impact of water tanks on the hill, the large amount of
grading proposed, and the desire to preserve the subject property as open space.
They also questioned whether the Los Angeles City Fire Department had provided
any input on the project as it has the closest fire station geographically, and
advocated the need for a full-scale Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) for the
project.

During the October 3, 2007 Commission public hearing, the Commission heard the
applicant’s rebuttal. The attorney and engineer stressed the following points:

e The Los Angeles County Fire Department signed off on the project, which
must mean they considered all aspects of the project, including emergency
vehicle access during fire, and approved the project.

e On-street parking serves the park users, so the City of Los Angeles should
resolve parking for Knapp Ranch Park to alleviate some of the traffic and
parking problems on Kittridge Street.

e Water tanks must be at the highest elevation of the project to create the
required water pressure.

» Reducing the scope of the project would not reduce the amount of grading
necessary for this project, as roads and other infrastructure would still be
required.

During the October 3, 2007 Commission public hearing, after hearing all the
testimony, the Commission closed the public hearing, adopted the Mitigated
Negative Declaration by a vote of 4-0 (Commissioner Rew absent), indicated its
intent to approve Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 52652, and directed staff to
prepare the findings and final conditions of the project, including the following:

e Incorporate the conditions the applicant has agreed to with the Westhills
homeowners, stated in a letter from Latham & Watkins dated October 2,
2007;

o Prohibit this development from becoming a gated community;

Direct the future Homeowners Association (HOA) to obtain a letter from
Conservancy for easements over the slope as a green belt for open space;

e Direct Los Angeles County Fire Department to interface with bordering
cities in establishing participation in the planning stages for emergency
responses;

e |Install a security fence at the edge of the publicly maintained detention
facility;

e Use dark, earth color cement for terrace drains and dark fencing for public
facilities lot;

e Develop a plan for stockpiling the top four to six inches of topsoil for re-
vegetation purposes;
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19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

e Direct Los Angeles County Public Works to obtain acceptance flow letter
from City of Los Angeles and Las Virgenes Municipal Water District to
handle sewage system;

o Establish off-street parking for construction workers;

e Require the construction office to post a contact telephone number visible
for members of the public;

e Explore possibility of having antennas on water tank restricted to required
telemetry antenna, with no cell phone or other commercial antennas;

o Landscape around the water tank with angled entrance into water tank;

e Construct a berm around the water tanks or explore the possibility of
lowering them;

e Require undulating grading lines as a condition of approval;

e Site houses as the Los Angeles County Fire Department directs, so the
houses are not sited at the edge of the lot;

e Require mitigation oak trees to be installed as a one-gallon oak trees plus
one acorn in the same watering zone, covered with mulch; and

e Prohibit fencing for homes from obstructing the skyline/viewline of existing
homes on the east side of Randiwood Lane

During the December 19, 2007 Commission public meeting, the Commission
continued approval of the final findings and conditions of the project by a vote of 5-
0 to the consent calendar of March 5, 2008, to allow the developer more time to
prepare traffic-related information that is being voluntarily provided for the
residents of the area surrounding the proposed project.

On December 24, 2007, staff sent a memo to the Commission putting this item as
a discussion/possible action item at the January 9, 2008, Commission public
meeting and recommending this item be taken off the consent calendar for March
5, 2008, and scheduled as a consent item at the January 16, 2008, Commission

public meeting.

The Commission finds that Department of Public Works Road Condition No. 23 is
hereby modified to require street trees to be grouped to appear natural.

The Commission finds that in keeping with the neighborhood pattern, Department
of Public Works Road Condition No. 24 is hereby modified to require street lights
only at intersections.

The Commission finds that landscaping around the water tank shall be grouped to
appear natural.
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24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

The Commission finds that a reasonable distance between individual driveways
shall be required to maximize street parking.

This tract map has been submitted as a “Vesting” Tentative Map. As such, it is
subject to the provisions of Section 21.38.010 of the County Code.

An Initial Study was prepared for this project in compliance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et. seq.)
("“CEQA”), the State CEQA Guidelines, and the Environmental Document
Reporting Procedures and Guidelines of the County of Los Angeles. The Initial
Study identified potentially significant effects to air quality, traffic congestion,
protection of walnut woodland and coastal sage scrub habitat, and visual qualities
and found them to be reduced to less than significant levels with mitigation
measures. Based on the Initial Study and project revisions, a Mitigated Negative
Declaration has been prepared for this project.

After consideration of the attached Mitigated Negative Declaration together with
any comments received during the public review process, the Commission finds
on the basis of the whole record before the Commission that there is no
substantial evidence the project as revised will have a significant effect on the
environment, finds the Mitigated Negative Declaration reflects the independent
judgment and analysis of the Commission, and adopts the Mitigated Negative
Declaration.

A Mitigation Monitoring Program (“MMP”) consistent with the conclusions and
recommendations of the Mitigated Negative Declaration has been prepared, and
its requirements have been incorporated into the conditions of approval for this

project.

The MMP prepared in conjunction with the Mitigated Negative Declaration
identifies in detail the manner in which compliance with the measures adopted to
mitigate or avoid potential adverse impacts of the project to the environment is
ensured.

This project does not have “no effect” on fish and wildlife resources. Therefore,
the project is not exempt from California Department of Fish and Game fees
pursuant to Section 711.4 of the California Fish and Game Code.

The location of the documents and other materials constituting the record of
proceedings upon which the Commission’s decision is based in this matter is the
Department of Regional Planning (“Regional Planning”), 13th Floor, Hall of
Records, 320 West Temple Street, Los Angeles, California 90012. The custodian
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of such documents and materials shall be the Section Head of the Land Divisions
Section, Regional Planning.

THEREFORE, in view of the findings of fact and conclusions presented above, Vesting
Tentative Tract Map No. 52652 is APPROVED.
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MAP DATE: JULY 19, 2007

CONDITIONS

1.

Conform to the applicable requirements of Title 21 of the Los Angeles County
Code (“County Code”) (Subdivision Ordinance) and the area requirements of
the RPD-30,000-1.5U and R-1-10,000 zones.

Show “A” Street as a dedicated street on the final map.

Reserve reciprocal easements for ingress and egress over the common
driveway to benefit Lot Nos. 28 and 29. Submit a copy of the draft document to
be reviewed prior to recordation by the Los Angeles County Department of
Regional Planning (“Regional Planning”) prior to final map approval.

Submit evidence that the conditions of the associated Conditional Use Permit
Case No. 98-123-(3) and Oak Tree Permit Case No. 98-123-(3) have been

recorded.

Label any driveway required to be a fire lane by the Fire Department as a
“Private Driveway and Fire Lane” on the final map.

Post any driveway required to be a fire lane by the Fire Department “No
Parking-Fire Lane” and provide for continued enforcement through a
Maintenance Agreement or Conditions, Covenants, and Restrictions
(“CC&R’s”) to be recorded on the property. Submit a copy of the draft document
to be reviewed prior to recordation to Regional Planning prior to final map

approval.

Provide for the maintenance of any driveway required to be a fire lane by the
Fire Department through the CC&R'’s to be recorded on the property. Submit a
copy of the draft document to be reviewed prior to recordation to Regional
Planning prior to final map approval.

The subdivider or the current owner shall plant at least one tree within the front
yard of each lot. The location and the species of the trees may be incorporated
into a site plan or landscape plan to be approved by the

Director of Regional Planning and the Los Angeles County Forester and Fire
Warden. Prior to final map approval, a bond shall be posted with Public Works
or other verification shall be submitted to the satisfaction of Regional Planning
to ensure the planting of the required trees.
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9. Dedicate Lot No. 29 to the Las Virgenes Municipal Water District on the final
map.

10. The streets within the subdivision shall remain public streets at all times and
shall not be gated.

11.The applicant shall submit a grading plan depicting undulating grading contours
to the satisfaction of Regional Planning prior to grading permit issuance.

12. An easement shall be offered to the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy
(“SMMC”) and, if accepted, recorded in favor of the SMMC, wholly or in
conjunction with the homeowner’s association (“‘HOA”), over the sloped area
above Randiwood Lane as shown in the attached Exhibit “B” which shall
prohibit the construction of rear yard walls in the easement area, except to the
extent necessary to permit fencing not to obstruct the skyline/viewline of homes
in the immediate area, and shall require the easement area to be maintained as
an attractive, landscaped greenbelt. The draft easement shall be submitted to
Regional Planning for review and approval prior to final approval and
recordation of the easement document. Also provide for the maintenance and
enforcement of this easement in the CC&R’s.

13. An easement to maintain Open Space Lot No. 27 as open space shall be
offered to the SMMC and, if accepted, recorded in favor of the SMMC, wholly or
in conjunction with the HOA and the SMMC. The draft easement shall be
submitted to Regional Planning for review and approval prior to final approval
and recordation of the easement document. Also provide for the maintenance
and enforcement of this easement in the CC&R’s.

14.1f the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy is not able to accept easements
as provided for in Conditions Nos. 12 and 13 above, the HOA shall provide
evidence to this effect to the satisfaction of Regional Planning.

15.Within five days after approval, remit processing fees (currently $1,926.75)
payable to the County of Los Angeles in connection with the filing and posting
of a Notice of Determination in compliance with Section 21152 of the California
Public Resources Code and Section 711 of the California Fish and Game Code
to defray the costs of fish and wildlife  protection and management incurred
by the California Department of Fish and Game. No project subject to this
requirement is final, vested or operative until the fee is paid.

16.Record a covenant with the County of Los Angeles agreeing to comply with the
required environmental mitigation measures. Prior to recordation, submit a copy
of the covenant to the Director of Regional Planning for approval.
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17.The environmental mitigation measures are incorporated herein by reference
and made conditions of this grant. As a means of ensuring the effectiveness of
the mitigation measures, the subdivider shall submit annual mitigation
monitoring reports to the Director of Regional Planning for approval and
replenish the mitigation monitoring account, if necessary, until all such
mitigation measures have been implemented and completed. The reports shall
describe the status of the subdivider's compliance with the required mitigation
measures.

18.Within 30 days of the approval of this grant, the subdivider shall deposit the
sum of $3,000.00 with Regional Planning to defray the cost of reviewing the
subdivider's reports and verifying compliance with the Mitigation Monitoring
Program. The subdivider shall retain the services of a qualified
Environmental/Mitigation Monitoring Consultant, subject to the approval of the
Director of Regional Planning, to ensure that all applicable mitigation measures
are implemented and reported in the required Mitigation Monitoring Reports.

19.The subdivider shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the County, its
agents, officers, and employees from any claim, action, or proceeding against
the County or its agents, officers, or employees to attack, set aside, void or
annul this approval, which action is brought within the applicable time period of
Government Code Section 65499.37 or any other applicable limitation period.
The County shall promptly notify the subdivider of any claim, action or
proceeding and the County shall cooperate fully in the defense.

20. In the event that any claim, action, or proceeding as described above is filed
against the County, the subdivider shall within 10 days of the filing pay
Regional Planning an initial deposit of $5,000, from which actual costs
shall be billed and deducted for the purpose of defraying the expenses involved
in Regional Planning's cooperation in the defense, including but not limited to,
depositions, testimony, and other assistance to the subdivider or subdivider's
counsel. The subdivider shall pay the following supplemental deposits, from
which actual costs shall be bilied and deducted:

a. If during the litigation process, actual costs incurred reach 80 percent of
the amount on deposit, the subdivider shall deposit additional funds
sufficient to bring the balance up to the amount of the initial deposit.
There is no limit to the number of supplemental deposits that may be
required prior to completion of the litigation.

b. At the sole discretion of the subdivider, the amount of an initial or
supplemental deposit may exceed the minimum amounts defined
herein.
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The cost of the collection and duplication of records and other related
documents will be paid by the subdivider according to County Code
Section 2.170.010.

Except as modified herein above, this approval is subject to all those conditions set
forth in the attached CUP, Oak Tree Permit, MMP, and reports recommended by
the Los Angeles County Subdivision Committee, which consists of Public Works,
Los Angeles County Fire Department, Los Angeles County Department of Parks
and Recreation and the Los Angeles County Department of Public Health, in

addition to Regional Planning.
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The following reports consisting of 12 pages are the recommendations of Public Works.

The subdivision shall conform to the design standards and policies of Public Works, in
particular, but not limited to the following items:

1.

Details and notes shown on the tentative map are not necessarily approved. Any
details or notes which may be inconsistent with requirements of ordinances, general
conditions of approval, or Department policies must be specifically approved in
other conditions, or ordinance requirements are modified to those shown on the
tentative map upon approval by the Advisory agency.

Easements are tentatively required, subject to review by the Director of
Public Works to determine the final locations and requirements.

Easements shall not be granted or recorded within areas proposed to be granted,
dedicated, or offered for dedication for public streets, highways, access rights,
building restriction rights, or other easements until after the final map is filed with the
Registrar-Recorder/County Clerk’s Office. If easements are granted after the date
of tentative approval, a subordination must be executed by the easement holder

prior to the filing of the final map.

In lieu of establishing the final specific locations of structures on each Iot at this
time, the owner, at the time of issuance of a grading or building permit, agrees to
develop the property in conformance with the County Code and other appropriate
ordinances such as the Building Code, Plumbing Code, Grading Ordinance,
Highway Permit Ordinance, Mechanical Code, Zoning Ordinance, Undergrounding
of Utilities Ordinance, Water Ordinance, Sanitary Sewer and Industrial Waste
Ordinance, Electrical Code, and Fire Code. Improvements and other requirements
may be imposed pursuant to such codes and ordinances.

All easements existing at the time of final map approval must be accounted for on
the approved tentative map. This includes the location, owner, purpose, and
recording reference for all existing easements. If an easement is blanket or
indeterminate in nature, a statement to that effect must be shown on the tentative
map in lieu of its location. If all easements have not been accounted for, submit a
corrected tentative map to the Department of Regional Planning for approval.

Adjust, relocate, and/or eliminate lot lines, lots, streets, easements, grading,
geotechnical protective devices, and/or physical improvements to comply with
ordinances, policies, and standards in effect at the date the County determined the
application to be complete all to the satisfaction of Public Works.

Quitclaim or relocate easements running through proposed structures.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

e

EXHIBIT MAP DATED 07-19-2007

Furnish Public Works' Street Name Unit with a list of street names acceptable to the
subdivider. These names must not be duplicated within a radius of 20 miles.

A Mapping & Property Management Division house numbering clearance is required
prior to approval of the final map.

Dedicate vehicular access rights to the rear of double frontage residential lots. If the
Department of Regional Planning requires the construction of a wall, complete
access rights shall be dedicated.

A final tract map must be processed through the Director of Public Works prior to
being filed with the Registrar-Recorder/County Clerk’s Office.

Prior to submitting the tract map to the Director of Public Works for examination
pursuant to Section 66442 of the Government Code, obtain clearances from all
affected Departments and Divisions, including a clearance from the Subdivision
Mapping Section of the Land Development Division of Public Works for the following
mapping items; mathematical accuracy; survey analysis; and correctness of
certificates, signatures, etc.

A final guarantee will be required at the time of filing of the final map with the
Registrar-Recorder/County Clerk’s Office.

Within 30 days of the approval date of this land use entitlement or at the time of first
plan check submittal, the applicant shall deposit the sum of $2,000 (Minor Land
Divisions) or $5,000 (Major Land Divisions) with Public Works to defray the cost of
verifying conditions of approval for the purpose of issuing final map clearances.
This deposit will cover the actual cost of reviewing conditions of approval for
Conditional Use Permits, Tentative Tract and Parcel Maps, Vesting Tentative Tract
and Parcel Maps, Oak Tree Permits, Specific Plans, General Plan Amendments,
Zone Changes, CEQA Mitigation Monitoring Programs and Regulatory Permits from
State and Federal Agencies (Fish and Game, USF&W, Army Corps, RWQCB, etc.)
as they relate to the various plan check activities and improvement plan designs. In
addition, this deposit will be used to conduct site field reviews and attend meetings
requested by the applicant and/or his agents for the purpose of resolving technical
issues on condition compliance as they relate to improvement plan design,
engineering studies, highway alignment studies and tract/parcel map boundary, title
and easement issues. When 80% of the deposit is expended, the applicant will be
required to provide additional funds to restore the initial deposit. Remaining
balances in the deposit account will be refunded upon final map recordation.

Prepared by Diego G. Rivera Phone (626) 458-4349 Date 08-21-2007

tr526521 -rev5.doc




COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

900 SOUTH FREMONT AVENUE
ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91803-1331
WWW.LADPW.ORG

TENTATIVE MAP DATED: 07/19/07

TRACT NO. 52652
EXHIBIT MAP DATED: 07/19/07

DRAINAGE & GRADING CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL, PHONE: (626) 458-4921

Prior to Storm Drain Approval/Grading Permit:

1. Notify the State Department of Fish and Game prior to commencement of work within any natural
drainage course. If non-jurisdiction is established by the Department of Fish and Game, submit a
letter of non-jurisdiction to Public Works (Land Development Division).

2. Contact the State Water Resources Control Board to determine if a Notice of Intent (NOI) and a
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) are required to meet National Pollution Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) construction requirements for this site.

3. Contact the Corps of Engineers to determine if a permit is required for any proposed work within a
watercourse. Provide a copy of the 404 Permit upon processing of the drainage plans. If non-
jurisdiction is established by the Corps of Engineers, submit a letter of non-jurisdiction to Public

Works (Land Development Division).

4. Comply with the requirements of the Drainage Concept/Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan
(SUSMP)/Hydrology Study which was approved on 08/07/07 to the satisfaction of Public Works.

5. The grading plans must show and call out the construction of at ieast all the drainage devices and
details, the paved driveways, the elevation and drainage of all pads, and the SUSMP devices. The
applicant is required to show and call out all existing easements on the grading plans and obtain

the easement holder approvals prior to the grading plans approval.

Prior to recordation of a Final Map or Parcel map Waiver:

1. Provide fee title lot for detention basin/inlets to the satisfaction of the Department of Public Works

2. Dedicate and show necessary easements and/or right of way on the final map. This is required to
the satisfaction of the Department of Public Works.

3. Form an assessment district to finance the future ongoing maintenance and capital replacement of
all SUSMP devices/systems. The developer shall cooperate fully with Public Works in the formation
of the assessment district. SUSMP devices/systems may include, but are not limited to, catch basin
inserts, debris excluders, biotreatment basins, vortex separation type systems, and other
devices/systems for stormwater quality.

4. The developer shall deposit the first year's total assessment based on the engineers estimate as
approved by Public Works. This will fund the first year's maintenance after the facilities are
accepted. The second and subsequent years assessment will be collected through the property tax

bill.

Page 1/2
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5. A grading plan and soil and geology report must be submitted and approved prior to approval of the
final map.

3
Name \/M &/{“MZ;@ Date _08/07/07 _ Phone (626) 458-4921

#~ YONG GUO
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Sheet 1 of 1 County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works DISTRIBUTION
GEOTECHNICAL AND MATERIALS ENGINEERING DIVISION _1 Geologist
GEOLOGIC REVIEW SHEET __ Soils Engineer
900 So. Fremont Ave., Alhambra, CA 91803 1 GMED File
TEL. (626) 458-4925 _1 Subdivision

TENTATIVE TRACT MAP 52652 TENTATIVE MAP DATED 7/19/07 {Revision)

SUBDIVIDER Faye Estates, LLC LOCATION West Hills

ENGINEER S.E.C. Civil Engineers GRADING BY SUBDIVIDER [Y] (Y orN)

GEOLOGIST Pacific Soils Engineering REPORT DATE 2/14/07, 11/17/06,11/9/98

SOILS ENGINEER Pacific Soils Engineering REPORT DATE 2/14/07, 11/17/06,11/9/98

TENTATIVE MAP FEASIBILITY IS RECOMMENDED FOR APPROVAL FROM A GEOLOGIC STANDPOINT

THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS MUST BE FULFILLED:

1.

The final map must be approved by the Geotechnical and Materials Engineering Division (GMED) to assure that all
geotechnical requirements have been properly depicted (for Final Map clearance guidelines refer to GS051.0 in the Manual
for Preparation of Geotechnical Reports*).

A grading plan must be geotechnically approved by the GMED prior to Final Map approval. The grading depicted on the plan
must agree with the grading depicted on the tentative tract or parcel map and the conditions approved by the Planning
Commission. If the subdivision is to be recorded prior to the completion and acceptance of grading, corrective geologic
bonds may be required. Ata minimum, the geotechnical reports will be required to provide detailed stratigraphy of the south-
facing slope, and address material strengths of the weakest lithologies considering those provided for Tract 45342.

Prior to grading plan approval a detailed engineering geology and soils engineering report must be submitted that addresses
the proposed grading. All recommendations of the geotechnical consultants must be incorporated into the plan (Refer to the

Manual for Preparation of Geotechnical Reports*).

All geologic hazards associated with this proposed development must be eliminated. Alternatively, the geologic hazards may
be designated as restricted use areas (RUA), and their boundaries delineated on the Final Map. These RUAs must be
approved by the GMED, and the subdivider must dedicate to the County the right to prohibit the erection of buildings or other
structures within the restricted use areas (refer to GS063.0 in the manual for preparation of Geotechnical Reports®).

The Soils Engineering review dated 5/[;%[02 is attached.

* The Manual for Preparation of Geotechnical Reports is available at: http://dpw.lacounty.govigmed/Manual.pdf.

Prepared by / é Reviewed by Date 8/16/07

Charles Nestle

PAGmepub\Geology Review\Forms\Form02.doc

11/28/06



COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
GEOTECHNICAL AND MATERIALS ENGINEERING DIVISION

SOILS ENGINEERING REVIEW SHEET

Address: 900 S. Fremont Ave., Alhambra, CA 91803 District Office 9.1
Telephone: (626) 458-4925 Job Number LX001129
Fax: (626) 458-4913 Sheet 1 of 1
DISTRIBUTION:
Drainage
Tentative Tract Map 52652 Grading

Geo/Soils Central File

Location Woodland Hills .

Developer/Owner Faye Estates, LLC ___ District Engineer
Engineer/Architect SEC Civil Engineer ____ Geologist

Soils Engineer Pacific Soils (102637) ___ Soils Engineer
Geologist Same as above ____Engineer/Architect
Review of:

Revised Tentative Parcel Map Dated by Regional Planning 7/19/07
Geotechnical and Geologic Report Dated 2/14/07. 11/17/08, 8/18/06, 7/10/08
Geotechnical and Geologic Report by EGL Dated 11/9/98

Previous Review Sheet Dated 4/30/07

ACTION:

Tentative Map feasibility is recommended for approval, subject to conditions below:

REMARKS:

At the grading plan review stage, provide the following information and recommendations:

1. Provide additional shear strength test results to substantiate the shear strength parameters of the on-site slope materials
(sheared clay, fractures, beddings, and other weak zones) used in the stability analyses. Per County policy, stress strain
curves must be included on all shear strength test result sheets.

2. Provide additional static, seismic and surficial slope stability analyses for all slopes steeper than 2:1 gradient, based on
the 40 scale map. Also, provide a geotechnical cross section, for each section analyzed, showing the critical failure plane
used in the analyses. Indicate the various shear strength parameters used in the analyses, in the appropriate segments
of each failure plane. Show logations of the cross sections used in slope stability analyses on the geotechnical map.
Recommend mitigation if factors of safety are below County minimum standards.

3. Address the subrain requirements of fill slopes and keyways that are recommended on the upper portions of the slopes as
shown on Cross-Sections 6-6°, 7-7, 8-8', and 9-9'. Recommend and show the locations of subrains and outlets on the

plans as necessary.
4. Submit two sets of grading plans to the Soils Section for verification of compliance with County codes and policies

NOTE(S) TO THE PLAN CHECKER/BUILDING AND SAFETY ENGINEER:
. ON-SITE SOILS ARE CORROSIVE TO CONCRETE AND FERROUS METALS.
ON-SITE SOILS HAVE A MEDIUM TO HIGH EXPANSION POTENTION.
PER THE SOILS ENGINEER, THE FOLLOWING SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED IN AREAS THAT HAVE SOILS WITH MODERATE
TO SEVERE SULFATE: (1) 5 FEET FILL CAP AT PROPOSED BUILDING AREAS, (2) STABILIZATION FILL FOR PROPOSED
CUT SLOPES, AND (3) STRUCTURAL IMPROVEMENTS FOR PROPOSED BUILDING STRUCTURES PER CBS TABLE 19-A-

4.

owp

Reviewed by Date  8/16/07

2 \{.(.VIA £ (&4
OSNVGIQ l@i’m\- é
/Y V4 3 A\_\?OQ‘
NOTICE: Public safety, relative to geotechnical subsurface ~-.:.!_--~ provided in accordance with current codes for excavations,
inclusive of the Los Angeles County Code, Chapter 11.48, and the State of California, Title 8, Construction Safety Orders.

PAYosh\82652TentTa
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TRACT NO. 52652 (Rev.) TENTATIVE MAP DATED 07-19-2007

EXHIBIT MAP DATED 07-19-2007

The subdivision shall conform to the design standards and policies of Public Works, in
particular, but not limited to the following items:

1.

A minimum centerline curve length of 100 feet shall be maintained on all local
streets. A minimum centerline curve radius of 100 feet on all cul-de-sac streets.

Curves through intersections should be avoided when possible. If unavoidable, the
alignment shall be adjusted so that the proposed BC and EC of the curve through
the intersection are set back a minimum of 100 feet away from the BCR's of the
intersection. Reversing curves of local streets need not exceed a radius of 1,500
feet, and any curve need not exceed a radius of 3,000 feet.

Compound curves are preferred over broken-back curves. Broken-back curves
must be separated by a minimum of 200 feet of tangent (1,000 feet for multi-lane
highways). If compound curves are used, the radius of the smaller curve shall not
be less than two-thirds of the larger curve. The curve length of compound curves
shall be adjusted to exceed a minimum curve length of 100 feet, when appropriate,
in accordance with AASHTO guidelines.

The minimum centerline radius on a local street with an intersection street on the
concave side shall comply with design speeds per the Subdivision Plan Checking
Section’s “Requirements for Street Plans” and sight distances per the current
AASHTO.

The centerline of all local streets shall be aligned without creating jogs of less than
150 feet. A one-foot jog may be used where a street changes width from a 60 feet
to a 58 feet right of way.

The central angles of the right of way radius returns shall not differ by more than
10 degrees on local streets.

Driveways will not be permitted within 25 feet upstream of any catch basins when
street grades exceed 6 percent.

Provide minimum landing area of 100 feet for local collectors, 50 feet for local
access roads, and 25 feet for cul-de-sacs at a maximum 3 percent grade on all “tee”
intersections to the satisfaction of Public Works.

At tee intersections involving local streets, the maximum permissible grade of the
through street across the intersection is 10 percent.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

EXHIBIT MAP DATED 07-19-2007

Provide property line return radii of 13 feet at all local street intersections.

Dedicate right of way 30 feet from centerline on Kittridge Street and Welby Way
(plus additional right of way for a cul-de-sac bulb).

Dedicate right of way 29 feet from centerline on “A” Street (plus additional right of
way for a cul-de-sac bulb).

Permission is granted to maintain the existing right of way and the 10 feet wide
parkway along the property frontage on Randiwood Lane.

Dedicate vehicular access right on Randiwood Lane.

Provide intersection sight distance for a design speed of 30 mph (310 feet) on
Kittridge Street from “A” Street (both directions). Line of sight shall be within right of
way or dedicate airspace easements to the satisfaction of Public Works. Additional
grading may be required. With respect to the position of the vehicle at the minor
road, the driver of the vehicle is presumed to be located 4 feet right of centerline
and 10 feet back the top of curb (TC) or flow line (FL) prolongation. When looking
left, we consider the target to be located at the center of the lane nearest to the
parkway curb. We use 6 feet from TC as a conservative rule. When looking right,
the target is the center of the lane nearest to the centerline or from the median TC
(when present).

Depict all line of sight easements on the landscape and grading plans.

Close any unused driveway with standard curb, gutter, and sidewalk along the
property frontage on streets within this subdivision.

Repair any displaced, broken, or damaged curb, gutter, sidewalk, driveway apron,
and pavement along the property frontage on streets within this subdivision.

Construct curb, gutter, base, pavement, and sidewalk (5 feet wide adjacent to the
property line to match with existing sidewalk location) along the property frontage on
Kittridge Street and Welby Way. The curb and gutter shall be 20 feet from
centerline. Permission is granted to reduce the parkway width from 12 feet to 10
feet.

Construct curb, gutter, base, pavement, and sidewalk (5 feet wide adjacent to the
property line) along the property frontage on “A” Street. The curb and gutter shall
be located 17 feet from centerline.
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21.

22.

23.

24.

EXHIBIT MAP DATED 07-19-2007

Construct any parkway improvements (sidewalk, driveways, curb ramps, landings,
etc.) that either serve or form a part of a Pedestrian Access Route to meet current
Americans with Disabilites Act (ADA) requirements to the satisfaction of
Public Works.

Reconstruct full-width sidewalk and curb ramp at the northwest corner of
Randiwood Lane and Kittridge Street, and at the southwest corner of
Randiwood Lane and Welby Way to the satisfaction of Public Works.

Plant street trees along the property frontage on Randiwood Avenue and all interior
streets within the tract boundaries to the satisfaction of the Public Works. Street
trees planting (as modified by the Planning Commission on 01/16/2008) shall be
clumped to the satisfaction of the Departments of Regional Planning and
Public Works.

Comply with the following street lighting requirements:

a. Provide street lights on concrete poles with underground wiring on
Randiwood Avenue and all interior streets within the tract boundaries only at
intersections (as modified by the Planning Commission on 01/16/2008) to the
satisfaction of Public Works. Submit street lighting plans as soon as possible for
review and approval to the Street Lighting Section of the Traffic and Lighting
Division. For additional information, please contact the Street Lighting Section at
(626) 300-4726

b. The proposed development, or portions thereof, are not within an existing Lighting
District. Annexation and assessment balloting are required. Upon tentative map
approval, the applicant shall comply with conditions listed below in order for the
Lighting District to pay for the future operation and maintenance of the street lights.
The Board of Supervisors must approve the annexation and levy of assessment
(should assessment balloting favor levy of assessment) prior to filing of the final
subdivision maps for each area with the Registrar-Recorder/County Clerk.

i. Request the Street Lighting Section to commence annexation and levy of
assessment proceedings.

ii. Provide business/property owner's name(s), mailing address(es), site
address, Assessor Parcel Number(s), and Parcel Boundaries in either
Microstation or Auto CADD format of territory to be developed to the Street
Lighting Section.

iil. Submit a map of the proposed development including any roadways
conditioned for street lights that are outside the proposed project area to
Street Lighting Section. Contact the Street Lighting Section for map
requirements and with any questions at (626) 300-4726.
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25.

26.
27.

28.

EXHIBIT MAP DATED 07-19-2007

C. The annexation and assessment balloting process takes approximately ten to twelve
months to complete once the above information is received and approved.
Therefore, untimely compliance with the above will result in a delay in receiving
approval of the street lighting plans or in filing the final subdivision map for
recordation. Information on the annexation and the assessment balloting process
can be obtained by contacting Street Lighting Section at (626) 300-4726.

d. For acceptance of street light transfer billing, the area must be annexed into the
Lighting District and all street lights in the development, or the current phase of the
development, must be constructed according to Public Works approved plans. The
contractor shall submit one complete set of “as-built” plans. Provide the following
conditions are met, all street lights in the development, or the current phase of the
development, have been energized, and the developer has requested a transfer of
billing at least by January 1 of the previous year, the Lighting District can assume
responsibility for the operation and maintenance of the street lights by July 1 of any
given year. The transfer of billing could be delayed one or more years if the above
conditions are not met. The Lighting District cannot pay for the operation and
maintenance of street lights on gated private and future street(s).

Underground all new utility lines to the satisfaction of the Public Works and
Southern California Edison. Please contact Construction Division at (626) 458-3129
for new location of any above ground utility structure in the parkway.

Install postal delivery receptacles in groups to serve two or more residential lots.
Provide and install street name signs prior to occupancy of buildings.

Prior to final map approval, enter into an agreement with the County franchised
cable TV operator (if an area is served) to permit the installation of cable in a
common utility trench to the satisfaction of Public Works; or provide documentation

that steps to provide cable TV to the proposed subdivision have been initiated to the
satisfaction of Public Works.

-+

Prepared by John Chin Phone (626) 458-4915 Date Rev. 01-17-2008

tr52652r-rev5(rev'd 01-17-08).doc
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The subdivision shall conform to the design standards and policies of Public Works, in
particular, but not limited to the following items:

1. The subdivider shall install and dedicate main line sewers and serve each lot with a
separate house lateral or have approved and bonded sewer plans on file with

Public Works.

2. A sewer area study for the proposed subdivision (PC11955as, dated 11-20-2006)
was reviewed and approved. No additional mitigation measures are required. The
approved sewer area study shall remain valid for two years after initial approval of
the tentative map. After this period of time, an update of the area study shall be
submitted by the applicant if determined to be warranted by Public Works.

3. Obtain a will serve letter from the Las Virgenes Municipal Water District for the
discharge of sewage into the sewer trunk line.

+H e
Prepared by _Julian Garcia Phone (626) 458-4921 Date_08-20-2007

tr52652s-rev5.doc
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TRACT NO. 52652 (Rev.) TENTATIVE MAP DATED 07-19-2007

The subdivision shall conform to the design standards and policies of Public Works, in
particular, but not limited to the following item.

1. A water system maintained by the water purveyor, with appurtenant facilities to
serve all lots in the land division, must be provided. The system shall include fire
hydrants of the type and location (both on-site and off-site) as determined by the
Fire Department. The water mains shall be sized to accommodate the total

domestic and fire flows.

2. There shall be filed with Public Works a statement from the water purveyor
indicating that the water system will be operated by the purveyor, and that under
normal conditions, the system will meet the requirements for the land division, and
that water service will be provided to each lot.

3. If needed, easements shall be granted to the County, appropriate agency or entity
for the purpose of ingress, egress, construction and maintenance of all
infrastructures constructed for this land division to the satisfaction of Public Works.

4. Submit landscape and irrigation plans for each open space/graded slope lot in the
land division, with landscape area greater than 2,500 square feet, in accordance
with the Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance.

o,
Prepared by Lana Radle Phone (626) 458-4921 Date 08-20-2007

tr52652w-rev5.doc




Subdivision: TR 52652

C.U.P.
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nments:

Inspector:  Scoft Jaeggi

C(QVTY OF LOS ANGELES .
FIRE DEPARTMENT

5823 Rickenbacker Road
Commerce, California 90040

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBDIVISION - UNINCORPORATED

Map Date  July 19, 2007

Map Grid _305C2

FIRE DEPARTMENT HOLD on the tentative map shall remain until verification from the Los Angeles County Fire Dept.
Planning Section is received, stating adequacy of service. Contact (323) 881-2404. '

Access shall comply with Title 21 (County of Los Angeles Subdivision Code) and Section 902 of the Fire Code, which requires all
weather access. All weather access may require paving.

Fire Department access shall be extended to within 150 feet distance of any exterior portion of all structures.

Where driveways extend further than 150 feet and are of single access design, turnarounds suitable for fire protection equipment use
shall be provided and shown on the final map. Turnarounds shall be designed, constructed and maintained to insure their integrity
for Fire Department use. Where topography dictates, turnarounds shall be provided for driveways that extend over 150 feet in

length.

The private driveways shall be indicated on the final map as “Private Driveway and Firelane” with the widths clearly depicted.
Driveways shall be maintained in accordance with the Fire Code.

Vehicular access must be provided and maintained serviceable throughout construction to all required fire hydrants. All required
fire hydrants shall be installed, tested and accepted prior to construction.

This property is located within the area described by the Fire Department as “Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone” (formerly
Fire Zone 4). A “Fuel Modification Plan” shall be submitted and approved prior to final map clearance. (Contact: Fuel
Modification Unit, Fire Station #32, 605 North Angeleno Avenue, Azusa, CA 91702-2904, Phone (626) 969-5205 for details).

Provide Fire Department or City approved street signs and building access numbers prior to occupancy.
Additional fire protection systems shall be installed in lieu of suitable access and/or fire protection water.

The final concept map, which has been submitted to this department for review, has fulfilled the conditions of approval
recommended by this department for access only.

These conditions must be secured by a C.U.P. and/or Covenant and Agreement approved by the County of Los Angeles Fire
Department prior to final map clearance.

The Fire Department has no additional requirements for this division of land.

Date  August 27, 2007

Land Development Unit —~ Fire Prevention Division — (323) 890-4243, Fax (323) 890-9783



C&VTY OF LOS ANGELES
FIRE DEPARTMENT

5823 Rickenbacker Road
Commerce, California 90040

WATER SYSTEM REQUIREMENTS - UNINCORPORATED

Tentative Map Date  July 19, 2007

Subdivision No. TR 52652

Revised Report _yes

O The County Forester and Fire Warden is prohibited from setting requirements for water mains, fire hydrants and fire flows as a
condition of approval for this division of land as presently zoned and/or submitted. However, water requirements may be necessary

at the time of building permit issuance.

The required fire flow for public fire hydrants at this location is 1250 gallons per minute at 20 psi for a duration of 2_hours, over
1 Hydrant(s) flowing simultaneously may be used to achieve the required fire flow.

X

and above maximum daily domestic demand.

J The required fire flow for private on-site hydrants is gallons per minute at 20 psi. Each private on-site hydrant must be
capable of flowing gallons per minute at 20 psi with two hydrants flowing simultaneously, one of which must be the

furthest from the public water source.

X Fire hydrant requirements are as follows:

Install 5 public fire hydrant(s). Upgrade existing 2 public fire hydrant(s).

Install private on-site fire hydrant(s).
<] All hydrants shall measure 6”x 4"x 2-1/2" brass or bronze, conforming to current AWWA standard C503 or approved equal. All
on-site hydrants shall be installed a minimum of 25' feet from a structure or protected by a two (2) hour rated firewall.
[X] Location: As per map on file with the office.
[C] Other location:
All required fire hydrants shall be installed, tested and accepted or bonded for prior to Final Map approval. Vehicular access shall
be provided and maintained serviceable throughout construction.

] The County of Los Angeles Fire Department is not setting requirements for water mains, fire hydrants and fire flows as a
condition of approval for this division of land as presently zoned and/or submitted.

Additional water system requirements will be required when this land is further subdivided and/or during the building permit
process.

] Hydrants and fire flows are adequate to meet current Fire Department requirements.

Upgrade not necessary, if existing hydrant(s) meet(s) fire flow requirements. Submit original water availability form to our office.

mments: ALL EXISTING FIRE HYDRANTS LOCATED WITHIN THE LOT FRONTAGE OF THIS PROJECT ARE
REQUIRED TO BE UPGRADED TO MEET CURRENT FIRE DEPARTMENT STANDARDS.

FIRE SPRINKLERS ARE REQUIRED FOR ALL PROPOSED DWELLINGS WITHIN THE TRACT BOUNDARY.

hydrants shall be installed in conformance with Title 20, County of Los Angeles Government Code and County of Los Angeles Fire Code, or appropriate city regulations.
; shall include minimum six-inch diameter mains. Amrangements to meet these requirements must be made with the water purveyor serving the area.

Date  August 27, 2007

Inspector _ Scott Jaeggi

Land Development Unit ~ Fire Prevention Division — (323) 890-4243, Fax (323) 890-9783



LOS ANGELES COUNTY
DEFARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREA

PARK OBLIGATION REPORT

Tentative Map # 52652 DRP Map Date:07/19/2007 SCMDate: // Report Date: 08/23/2007
Park Planning Area # 33B AGOURA / CALABASAS Map Type:REV. (REV RECD)

Total Units [:E] = Proposed Units E—__E__-s—j + Exempt Units EI]

Sections 21.24.340, 21.24.350, 21.28.120, 21.28.130, and 21.28.140, the County of Los Angeles Code, Title 21, Subdivision
Ordinance provide that the County will determine whether the development's park obligation is to be met by:

1) the dedication of land for public or private park purpose or,
2) the payment of in-lieu fees or,
3) the provision of amenities or any combination of the above.

The specific determination of how the park obligation will be satisfied will be based o
agency as recommended by the Department of Parks and Recreation. v

n the conditions of approval by the advisory

ligation in acres or in-lieu fees: , ]
Park land ob fga jon i ACRES: 6.22
IN-LIEU FEES: $71,211

The park obligation for this development will be met by:
The payment of $71,211 in-lieu fees.

RIM OF THE VALLEY TRAIL - For trail requirements, please contact E. Sylvia Simpson, Trails

Trails:
Coordinator at (213) 351-5135.

See also attached Trail Report.

~ontact Patrocenia T. Sobrepefia, Departmental Facilities Planner |, Department of Parks and Recreation, 510 South Vermont
svenue, Los Angeles, California, 90020 at (213) 351-6120 for further information or an appointment tc make an in-lieu fee payment.

“or information on Hiking and Equestrian Trail requirements contact Treil Coordinator at (213) 351-5135.

It 7
( L/
i/ P . .
\j——{'v";“? i P44 'f\fwA Sup\r D arg
e ioper Obligations/Lend isiti August 23, 2007 10:02:17
James Barber, Deveioper Obiigetions/Land Acquigitions ,
o i P QMBOZF FRX



LOS ANGELES COUNTY
D RTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREA

PARK OBLIGATION WORKSHEET

N

Tentative Map #

52652

DRP Map Date:07/19/2007 SMC Date: 1/

AGOURA/ CALABASAS

Report Date: 08/23/2007
Map Type REV (REV RECD)

Park Planmng Area # 33B

The formula for calculating the acreage obligation and or in-lieu fee is as foliows:

Where: P=

Goal =

U=
X =
RLV/Acre =

(P)eople x (0.003) Goal x (U)nits = (X) acres obligation

{X) acres obligation x RLV/Acre = In-Lieu Base Fee

Estimate of number of People per dwelling unit according to the type of dwelling unit as
determined by the 2000 U.S. Census®. Assume * people for detached singie-family residences;
Assume * people for attached single-family (townhouse) residences, two-family residences, and
apartment houses containing fewer than five dwelling units; AsSume * peopie for apartment houses

containing five or more dwelling units; Assume * people for mobile homes.

The subdivision ordinance aliows for the goal of 3.0 acres of park land for each 1,000 people
generated by the development. This goal is calculated as "0.0030" in the formula.

Totai approved number of Dweliing Units.
Local park space obligation expressed in terms of acres.

Representative Land Value per Acre by Park Planning Area.

Totat Units [ 25 ]

s

= Proposed Units E + Exempt Units Ejj

e ber of Linit : Obligatic
Detached S.F. Units | 2.91 0.0030 25 0.22
M.F. < 5 Units 2.39 0.0030 0 0.00
M.F. >= 5 Units 2.17 0.0030 0 0.00
Mobile Units 2.50 0.0030 0 0.00
Exempt Units 0
Total Acre Obligation = | 0.22

Park Planning Area = 33B  AGOURA / CALABASAS

"~ @(0.0030)

$323,686 $71,211

None

0.00

$71,211




COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

“Creating Community Through People Parks and Programs”
Russ Gumey, Director

August 27, 2007

NOTICE OF TRAIL REQUIREMENT
FOR VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP

Map # TR- 52652 'Date on Map: July 9, 2007

The Department of Parks and Recreation has completed its review of Vesting Tentative Tract Map

#52652. The variable width trail easement for Rim of the Valley Trail at the Northwest corner of
Lot 27 is approved. Because of the necessity to show the trail easement as it pertains to

topographical lines, all information pertammg to trail easement requirements must be shown

on the Tentative Tract Map and Final Map prior to final map recordation.

X Trail easement approved as shown

X There is No Hold on this map.

KkdkkhdkhkdAdkrrdhkhkAkixdx

The exact following language must be shown for trail dedications on the final map prior to final

map recordation.

Title Page: ~ We hereby dedicate to the County of Los Angeles, a variable width easement for
riding and hiking purposes for the Rim of the Valley Trail.

X TRAIL DEDICATIONS MUST BE SHOWN ON MAP.
IF AWAIVER IS FILED, A PLAT MAP DEPICTING THE TRAIL MUST
ACCOMPANY THE WAIVER. '

For any questions concerning trail alignment or other trail requirements, please contact E. Sylvia
Simpson at (213) 351-5135. ;

=

E. Sylvia Simpson, Treils

lanning and Development Agency * 510 South Vermont Ave « Los Angeles, CA 80020-1675 - {213) 351-5198

Trirpts2652.07¢
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

Public Health

JONATHAN E. FIELDING, M.D,, M.P.H.
Direstor and Heslth Officer

JOHN F. SCHUNHOFF, Ph.D.
Chief Deputy

Environmental Health

TERRANCE POWELL, R.E.H.S.
Acting Director of Environmental Health

Bureau of Environmental Protection

Land Use Program

5050 Commerce Driva, Baldwin Park, CA 91706-1423
TEL (626)430-5380 : FAX (626)813-3016
www.lzpublichealth.ong/eh/proge/envirp_htm

August 22, 2007

Tract Map No. 52652
Vicinity: Los Angeles

Tentative Tract Map Date: July 19, 2007 (5™ Revision)

The County of Los Angeles Department of Public Health has no objection to this subdwlsmn‘ and'
Vesting Tentative Tract Map 52652 has been cleared for public hearing. The following conditions’ ﬁnﬂ

apply and are in force: ,,.

1. Potable water will be supplied by the Las Virgenes Water District, a public water system, whfcﬂ
guarantees water connection and service to all lots. e

2. Sewage disposal will be provided through the public sewer and wastewater treatment facilities’ of dhe §
Las Virgenes Water District as proposed. B )

v
o

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact me at (626) 430-5380.

Respectfully,

JIAs:

Becky entx EHS. IV
Land Use Program

TOTAL P.gB
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PROJECT MITIGATION MEASURES
DUE TO ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION

Project: 98123/RENVT200600024

The Department of Regional Planning (DRP) staff has determined that the following mitigation
measures for the project are necessary in order to assure that the proposed project will not cause
significant impacts on the environment.

The permittee shall deposit the sum of $3000.00 with the Department of Regional Planning
within 30 days of permit approval in order to defray the cost of reviewing and verifying the
information contained in the reports required by the Mitigation Monitoring Program.

1. Prior to issuance of grading permits, the applicant shall submit a SCAQMD
approved fugitive dust control plan to the Department of Regional Planning. The
plan shall include the following: ‘

a. Trucks hauling dirt shall be covered and shall maintain at least 2 feet of
freeboard;
b. Streets shall be swept if visible soil material is carried onto adjacent public
paved roads; ‘
c. Install wheel washers where vehicles enter and exit unpaved roads, or wash
off trucks and any equipment leaving the site each hip;

Apply soil stabilizers to inactive areas;

Replace groundcover in disturbed areas quickly;

Water exposed surfaces 2 times daily or as necessary; and

Appoint a construction relations officer to act as a community liaison

concerning on-site construction activities.

© e A

2. Prior to issuance of grading permits, the applicant shall submit copies of
construction contracts that must contain provisions requiring contractors to
minimize exhaust emissions by maintaining equipment and vehicle engines in
accordance with manufacturers’ specifications and SCAQMD rules.

3. Prior to issnance of building permit, the applicant shall submit proof that a public
utility is providing electricity to the project site. The use of diesel generators is
prohibited.

4. Prior to issuance of grading permit, the applicant shall submit a traffic
construction management plan to the Department of Public Works, To avoid
congestion on local streets and minimize truck idling times, the plan shall include
the following components:

a. Use of signs and delineators identifying the presence of a construction zone;

b. Use of flagmen to control vehicle traffic and improve traffic flow;

¢. Identification of a haul route designed to avoid construction traffic on
residential streets; and

d. Limitations on truck idling.



5. Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the applicant shall have approved by the
Department of Regional Planning a planting plan for the reestablishment of
walnut woodland and coastal sage scrub habitats on site. The plan shall indicate
the acreage of areas on which each vegetation type is to be reestablished. Walnut
woodlands are to be established on site at a 1:1 ratio of restoration to impact.
Coastal sage scrub habitat is to be established on graded slopes outside of any
mandated irrigated fuel modification areas. The plan shall indicate the species to
be used in the habitat reestablishment effort and shall include species providing
both dominant and understory vegetative cover. Only locally indigenous native
species are to be used.

6. Prior to issuance of building permit, the applicant shall have approved by the
Department of Regional Planning a planting plan that utilizes native trees and
vegetation to screen structures viewable from parkland.

7. As a means of ensuring compliance of the above mitigation measures, the
applicant and subsequent owner(s) are responsible for submitting annual
mitigation compliance report to the DRP for review, and for replenishing the
mitigation monitoring account if necessary until such time as all mitigation
measures have been implemented and completed.

As the applicant, I agree to incorporate these mitigation measures into the project, and
understand that the public hearing and consideration by the Planning Commission will be on the

project as mitigation meas -
c/16/e7

77
- Date

Applicant

[ 1 No response within 10 days. Environmental Determination requires that these
changes/conditions be included in the project.

Staff Date
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STAFF USE ONLY PROJECT NUMBER: 98723
CASES: TR52652
CP98123
0T98123

RENVT200600024

## % # INITIAL STUDY * * * *

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF REGIONAL PLANNING

GENERAL INFORMATION
I.LA. Map Date: May 22, 2006 Staff Member: Dean Edwards
Thomas Guide: 329 C6 USGS Quad: Calabasas

Location: Randiwood Lane between Welby Lane and Kittridee Street in West Hills

Description of Project: The proposed project is a request for a Hillside Management conditional use permit, oak

tree permit to remove 14 oak trees and encroach upon 1 oak tree and a tract map to allow twenty-five (23) single-

family lots ranging in size from 0.61 acres to 2.23 acres and one (1) 31.9 acre open space lot to include Las

Virgines Municipal Water District and homeowners recreational uses. 975,000 cubic yards of erading is proposed.

A storm drainage easement and a detention basin is proposed for the northeast portion of the property. Ingress

and egress access will be provided by Kittridee Street.

Gross Acres: 38.3 acres
Environmental Setting: The project site is located east of the Ventura County boundary, north of Victory Boulevard.

west of Valley Circle Park in the community of West Hills. The City of Los Angeles El Scorpion Park is adjacent to

the north boundary of the project site, the City of Los Angeles Knapp Ranch Park is adjacent to the south boundary

of the site and State park land (Ahmanson Ranch) is adjacent to the west boundary of the site. There are single-

family residences located east of the site across Randwood Lane which runs along the east boundary of the

property. There are several trails and an existing Las Virgenes Water easement located on the property. The slope

of the property varies from 24 percent to over 50 percent. The native vegetation of the site includes coastal sage

scrub, chaparral, coast live oak woodland and southern California walnut woodland, Forty-three (43) oak trees

are located on the property. All the oak trees except three are located on the open space lot (Lot 26).

Zoning: RPD-3000-1.5U and R-1-1000

Community Standards District: None

General Plan: [ - Low Density Residential (1 to 6 dwelling units per acre)

Community/Area wide Plan: None
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Major projects in area:

PROJECT NUMBER DESCRIPTION & STATUS

There are no Los Angeles County projects near the project site.

NOTE: For EIRs, above projects are not sufficient for cumulative analysis.

REVIEWING AGENCIES

Responsible Agencies
[ ] None [ ] Coastal Commission
Los Angeles Region Water Quality Control Board  [_] Army Corps of Engineers
[ ] Lahontan Region Water Quality Control Board []

Trustee Agencies

[ ] None State Parks
State Fish and Game []

Special Reviewing Agencies

[X] City of Los Angeles [ ] High School District

X State Parks San Ynez (Chumash) Tribal Council

[ ] National Forest X County of Ventura

[ ] Edwards Air Force Base X Las Virgenes Municipal Water District

X Las Virgenes Unified School District

Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy
Gabrieleno Tribal Council

Regional Significance

[:] None [ ] Water Resources
[ ] SCAG Criteria [ ] Santa Monica Mountains Area
[ ] Air Quality []

County Reviewing Agencies
IX] Subdivision Committee [] Sheriff Department
[ ] DPW: Xl Fire Department Forestry Division

Sanitation District D
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ANALYSIS SUMMARY (See individual pages for details)
Less than Significant Impact/No Impact
IMPACT ANALYSIS MATRIX Less thanggigniﬁcant Iripact with Pfoject Mitigation
Potentially Significant Impact
CATEGORY FACTOR Pg Potential Concern
1. Geotechnical s || X[ 1] Landslide and liquefaction zones
2. Flood 6 XL '
HAZARDS 3. Fire 7 L X Very high fire hazard area
4. Noise 8 XL
1. Water Quality 9 XL
2. Air Quality 10 | | X L] Construction impacts
. Sensitive habitat, oak trees, sensitive
3. Biota 1L L species & wildlife corridor
RESOURCES 4. Cultural Resources rainlilizdis feont;i;:;zl cultural artifacts or burial
5. Mineral Resources 13 | XL
6. Agriculture Resources | 14 D D
7. Visual Qualities 15 | [] [ ]| Trails
1. Traffic/Access 16 | X 11
2. Sewage Disposal 17 L]
SERVICES 3. Education 18 | X L) L]
4. Fire/Sheriff 19 | ] X ]| Distance to fire station
5. Utilities 20 | X1 O
1. General 21 | XL
2. Environmental Safety |22 |X| [ ][]
OTHER 3. Land Use 23 | X L) ]
4. Pop/Hous./Emp./Rec. |24 |X| [ ][]
5. Mandatory Findings 25 | 1| X| 1] Sensitive habitat & sensitive species

DEVELOPMENT MONITORING SYSTEM (DMS)

As required by the Los Angeles County General Plan, DMS* shall be employed in the Initial Study phase of the
environmental review procedure as prescribed by state law.

1. Development Policy Map Designation:

D Yes X} No
Yes [ ] No

N

U

Urban Expansion

Is the project located in the Antelope Valley, East San Gabriel Valley, Malibu/Santa
Monica Mountains or Santa Clarita Valley planning area?
Is the project at urban density and located within, or proposes a plan amendment to, an

urban expansion designation?

If both of the above questions are answered "yes", the project is subject to a County DMS analysis.
[] Check if DMS printout generated (attached)

Date of printout:

[ ] Check if DMS overview worksheet completed (attached)

EIRs and/or staff reports shall utilize the most current DMS information available.
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ENVIRONMENTAL FINDING

FINAL DETERMINATION: On the basis of this Initial Study, the Department of Regional Planning
finds that this project qualifies for the following environmental document:

[ ] NEGATIVE DECLARATION, inasmuch as the proposed project will not have a significant effect on the
environment.

An Initial Study was prepared on this project in compliance with the State CEQA Guidelines and the
environmental reporting procedures of the County of Los Angeles. It was determined that this project will not
exceed the established threshold criteria for any environmental/service factor and, as a result, will not have a

significant effect on the physical environment.

}XI MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION, in as much as the changes required for the project will reduce
impacts to insignificant levels (see attached discussion and/or conditions).

An Initial Study was prepared on this project in compliance with the State CEQA Guidelines and the
environmental reporting procedures of the County of Los Angeles. It was originally determined that the
proposed project may exceed established threshold criteria. The applicant has agreed to modification of the
project so that it can now be determined that the project will not have a significant effect on the physical
environment. The modification to mitigate this impact(s) is identified on the Project Changes/Conditions Form

included as part of this Initial Study.

[ ] ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT*, inasmuch as there is substantial evidence that the project may have
a significant impact due to factors listed above as “significant”.

[ ] At least one factor has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to legal standards, and
has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on the attached
sheets (see attached Form DRP/IA 101). The Addendum EIR is required to analyze only the factors

changed or not previously addressed.

ey , o,
Reviewed by: Dean Edwards \ g\ Date: (/0 /(;7
— A4
/
. :;f'/ / »»'"',Zl?:"/f e .»« ” o
Approved by: _Paul McCarthy //;L(/ e A Date: s g -0 7

[ ] This proposed project is exempt from Fish and Game CEQA filling fees. There is no substantial evidence that
the proposed project will have potential for an adverse effect on wildlife or the habitat upon which the wildlife

depends. (Fish & Game Code 753.5).

[ ] Determination appealed — see attached sheet.

*NOTE: Findings for Environmental Impact Reports will be prepared as a separate document following the public hearing on the project.
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HAZARDS - 1. Geotechnical

SETTING/IMPACTS

57 ] Is the project located in an active or potentially active fault zone, Seismic Hazards Zone,
o or Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone?

Source: The California Geological Survey.
X [] Is the project site located in an area containing a major landslide(s)?

Source: General Plan Plate 5.
[] ] Is the project site located in an area having high slope instability?
The project site is located in a landslide zone. Source: The California Geological

Survey.
Is the project site subject to high subsidence, high groundwater level, liquefaction, or

L L hydrocompaction?
There is a liquefaction zone located on the open space lot (Lot 26). Sources: General
Plan Plate 3 & California Department of Conservation Division of Mines and Geology.
< ] Is the proposed project considered a sensitive use (school, hospital, public assembly site)
located in close proximity to a significant geotechnical hazard?

The proposed use is residential.
Will the project entail substantial grading and/or alteration of topography including

[ L] slopes of over 25%?

975,000 cubic yards of grading is proposed.
] ] Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of Uniform
S Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property?

1 [] L[] Other factors?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS

Building Code, Title 26 - Sections 110.2, 111 & 113
(Geotechnical Hazards, Engineering Geology and Soils Engineering Report, Earthquake Fault)

[ ] MITIGATION MEASURES [XI OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

[ ] Lot Size [ ] Project Design DX] Approval of Geotechnical Report by DPW

CONCLUSION
Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)
on, or be impacted by, geotechnical factors?

D Potentially significant D Less than significant with project mitigation iZ! Less than significant/No Impact
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HAZARDS - 2. Flood

SETTING/IMPACTS

No Maybe
Is the major drainage course, as identified on USGS quad sheets by a dashed line,

N
X L located on the project site?

) ] Is the project site located within or does it contain a floodway, floodplain, or
_— designated flood hazard zone?

Source: Federal Emergency Management Agency.

X [ Isthe project site located in or subject to high mudflow conditions?

Could the project contribute or be subject to high erosion and debris deposition from

2 [ run-off?

[] [ ] Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area?
Grading and the proposed storm drain will alter the existing drainage pattern of the

site.

[] [] Other factors (e.g., dam failure)?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS

(] Building Code, Title 26 — Section 110.1 (Flood Hazard)
[ ] Health and Safety Code, Title 11 — Chapter 11.60 (Floodways)

[ ] MITIGATION MEASURES OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
[ ]Lot Size [ ] Project Design Xl Approval of Drainage Concept by DPW
CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)
on, or be impacted by flood (hydrological) factors?

D Potentially significant D Less than significant with project mitigation X} Less than significant/No Impact
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SETTING/IMPACTS

HAZARDS - 3. Fire

Is the project site located in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (Fire Zone 4)?

Source: Los Angeles County Fire Department.

Is the project site in a high fire hazard area and served by inadequate access due to

Iengths, width, surface materials, turnarounds or grade?
The project is in a high fire hazard area. The Fire Department will determine access

adequacy.

Does the project site have more than 75 dwelling units on a single access in a high fire
hazard area?

Twenty-five residences are proposed.

Is the project site located in an area having inadequate water and pressure to meet fire
flow standards?

The Fire Department will determine water pressure adequacy.

Is the project located in close proximity to potential dangerous fire hazard
conditions/uses (such as refineries, flammables, explosives manufacturing)?

The project site is surrounded by parks and residences.

Does the proposed use constitute a potentially dangerous fire hazard?

Other factors?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS

[X] Utilities Code, Title 20 — Section 20.16.060 (Fire Flow & Fire Hydrants Requirements)

[X] Fire Code, Title 32 — Sections 902.2.1 & 902.2.2.1 (Access & Dimensions)
Fire Code, Title 32 — Sections 1117.2.1 (Fuel Modification Plan, Landscape Plan & Irrigation Plan)

[X] MITIGATION MEASURES

[] Project Design

[] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

[ ] Compatible Use

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)
on, or be impacted by fire hazard factors?

D Potentially significant

D Less than significant with project mitigation Less than significant/No Impact
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HAZARDS - 4. Noise

SETTING/IMPACTS

Is the project site located near a high noise source (airports, railroads, freeways,
industry)?

Is the proposed use considered sensitive (school, hospital, senior citizen facility) or are
there other sensitive uses in close proximity?

The proposed use is residential.
Could the project substantially increase ambient noise levels including those associated

with special equipment (such as amplified sound systems) or parking areas associated

with the project?

Would the project result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity above levels without the project?

Other factors?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS

[X] Environmental Protection Code, Title 12 — Chapter 12.08 (Noise Control)
[ ] Building Code, Title 26 — Sections 1208A (Interior Environment — Noise)

[ ] MITIGATION MEASURES [ ] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

[J Lot Size ] Project Design ] Compatible Use

CONCLUSION
Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)

on, or be adversely impacted by noise?

D Potentially significant D Less than significant with project mitigation Less than significant/No Impact
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RESOURCES - 1. Water Quality

SETTING/IMPACTS
—

X ] Is the project site located in an area having known water quality problems and proposing
the use of individual water wells?
The project proposes the use of the public water system.

< ] Will the proposed project require the use of a private sewage disposal system?

The project proposes connecting to the public sewer system.

If the answer is yes, is the project site located in an area having known septic tank
L] [ ]  limitations due to high groundwater or other geotechnical limitations or is the project

proposing on-site systems located in close proximity to a drainage course?

Could the project’s associated construction activities significantly impact the quality of

c ] X groundwater and/or storm water runoff to the storm water conveyance system and/or
receiving water bodies?
NPDES requirements
Could the project’s post-development activities potentially degrade the quality of storm
d [] X water runoff and/or could post-development non-storm water discharges contribute

potential pollutants to the storm water conveyance system and/or receiving bodies?

NPDES requirments
[] [] Other factors?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS

[ ] Health & Safety Code, Titlel11 — Chapter 11.38 (Water & Sewers)
X Environmental Protection,Title 12 — Chapter 12.80 (Storm-water & Runoff Pollution Control)
X Plumbing Code, Title 28 — Chapter 7; Appendices G(a), J & K (Sewers & Septic Systems)

(] MITIGATION MEASURES (X OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
[ ] Project Design [ ] Compatible Use [] Septic Feasibility Study

[ ] Lot Size
X] National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit

[ ] Industrial Waste Permit

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)
on, or be adversely impacted by, water quality problems?

D Potentially significant D Less than significant with project mitigation Less than significant/No Impact
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SETTIN G/ IMPACTS
s No Maybe

O X

X O

RESOURCES - 2. Air Quality

Will the proposed project exceed the State’s criteria for regional significance (generally (a) 500
dwelling units for residential users or (b) 40 gross acres, 650,000 square feet of floor area or

1,000 employees for non-residential uses)?

Construction activity may impact the region’s air quality.

Is the proposal considered a sensitive use (schools, hospitals, parks) and located near a freeway or
heavy industrial use?

Will the project increase local emissions to a significant extent due to increased traffic congestion
or use of a parking structure or exceed AQMD thresholds of potential significance?

Nearly 1,000,000 cubic yards of grading is proposed. With control measures in place, the
project’s impact to the region’s air quality is less than significant. Source: Air Quality Report

12/27/06 page 3.

Will the project generate or is the site in close proximity to sources that create obnoxious odors,
dust, and/or hazardous emissions?

Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?

Would the project violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation?

Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is non-attainment under applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard (including releasing emission which would exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone

precursors)?

Other factors?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS
[ ] State of California Health and Safety Code — Section 40506 (Air Quality Management District Permit)

X] MITIGATION MEASURES

[ ] Project Design

[ ] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
DX Air Quality Report

Applicant must implement all control measures identified on page 2 of the air guality report.

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)

on, or be adversely impacted by, air quality?

D Potentially significant

Less than significant with project mitigation D Less than significant/No Impact
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RESOURCES - 3. Biota
SETTING/IMPACTS
- No Maybe

] ] Is the project site located within Significant Ecological Area (SEA), SEA Buffer, or coastal
Sensitive Environmental Resource (ESHA, etc.), or is the site relatively undisturbed and natural?
The project site is not located in a SEA or ESHA although it is relatively undisturbed. Sources:

General Plan & Malibu Land Use Plan.
Will grading, fire clearance, or flood related improvements remove substantial natural habitat

D D areas?

Grading will remove natural habitat.
Is a drainage course located on the project site that is depicted on USGS quad sheets by a dashed

X [] blue line or that may contain a bed, channel, or bank of any perennial, intermittent or ephemeral
river, stream, or lake?

] ] Does the project site contain a major riparian or other sensitive habitat (e.g. coastal sage scrub,
oak woodland, sycamore riparian, woodland, wetland, etc.)?
Coastal sage scrub, coast live oak woodland & Southern California walnut woodland are
located on the project site. Source: Updated Biological Resources Impact Assessment
(Envicom 05/30/06 pages 1-6).

[] ] Does the project site contain oak or other unique native trees (specify kinds of trees)?
There are 43 oak trees located on the project site. The project proposes the removal of 14 trees
and the encroachment upon I tree. Source: Oak Tree Report (Trees Etc 06/22/06). The

project site also contains Southern California walnut woodland.
Is the project site habitat for any known sensitive species (federal or state listed endangered,

O L etc.)?
Cooper’s hawk, Nuttall’s woodpecker, oak titmouse, California thrasher, Southern California
rufous-crowned sparrow & lark sparrow. Source: Updated Biological Resources Impact

Assessment (Envicom 05/30/06 page 12).
] ] Other factors (e.g., wildlife corridor, adjacent open space linkage)?

The project site is part of an area that is an important linkage for many classes of animals
including the migratory birds between the Santa Monica Mountains and coastal areas and the
project site and the Santa Susana Mountains. Source: Updated Biological Resources Impact

Assessment (Envicom 05/30/06 pages 10 & 11).
[] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

MITIGATION MEASURES

[] Project Design Oak Tree Permit

[ ] Lot Size

[] ERB/SEATAC Review (Biota Report required) ] Biological Constraints Analysis

See page 26 for mitigation measures.
It is recommended that the following conditions be placed on the project. Disallow tennis court lichting. Require street lights

to be shielded and directed away from open space/park areas. Street light intensity and street pole height shall be the lowest
allowable by the Department of Public Works Traffic and Lightine Division.

CONCLUSION
Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively) on, biotic
resources?

D Potentially significant Less than significant with project mitigation D Less than significant/No Impact
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RESOURCES - 4 Archaeological/Historical/Paleontological

SETTING/IMPACTS

No Maybe
Is the project site in or near an area containing known archaeological resources or
containing features (drainage course, spring, knoll, rock outcroppings, or oak trees) that

indicate potential archaeological sensitivity?

es

®
[
[

Oak trees
Does the project site contain rock formations indicating potential paleontological

D resources?

[]  Does the project site contain known historic structures or sites?

There are no structures located on the project site.
Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical or

L archaeological resource as defined in 15064.5?

] Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site
or unique geologic feature?

[[]  Other factors?

XI MITIGATION MEASURES [] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

[ ] Lot Size [ ] Project Design

[] Cultural Resources Records Search (Quick Check) [X] Phase 1 Archaeology Report
[X] Native American Heritage Commission Sacred Land Files Search

The Phase 1 Archeology Report (ERA 12/23/82 page 10} concluded that no cultural resources are present and
recommends that in the event that human burials or artifacts are uncovered the construction work should stop until

a qualified archeologist assesses the situation.

CONCLUSION
Considering the above information, could the project leave a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)

on archaeological, historical, or paleontological resources?

D Potentially significant & Less than significant with project mitigation D Less than significant/No Impact
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RESOURCES - 5. Mineral Resources

SETTING/IMPACTS

Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource
that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state?

The project site is not located in a Mineral Recovery Zone. Source: General
Plan Special Management Areas map.

Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral
resource discovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other

land use plan?
The project site is not located in a Mineral Recovery Zone. Source: General

Plan Special Management Areas map.

Other factors?
[ ] MITIGATION MEASURES [[] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
[ ] Lot Size [ ] Project Design
CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project leave a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)

on mineral resources?

. D 'Pc"itehﬁél‘l‘:}; 51g1nﬁcant [ ] Less than significant with project mitigation DX Less than significant/No Impact
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RESOURCES - 6. Agriculture Resources

SETTING/IMPACTS
No Maybe
Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
54 o Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency to non-

agricultural use?

— Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
X L contract?

The project site is zoned RPD-3000-1.5U and R-1-1000.
4 ] Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment that due to their
location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use?

[] [ Other factors?

] MITIGATION MEASURES [ ] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

[ ] Lot Size [ ] Project Design

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project leave a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)

on agriculture resources?

:‘ 1 PotennalIySIgmﬁcam [ ] Less than significant with project mitigation D Less than significant/No Impact
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RESOURCES - 7. Visual Qualities

SETTING/IMPACTS
No Maybe
Is the project site substantially visible from or will it obstruct views along a scenic
X [ ]  highway (as shown on the Scenic Highway Element), or is it located within a scenic
corridor or will it otherwise impact the viewshed?

] [] Is the project substantially visible from or will it obstruct views from a regional riding or
hiking trail?
There are several trails located on and around the project site. The Rim of the Valley

Trail is located 248 feet north or project site.
Is the project site located in an undeveloped or undisturbed area that contains unique

‘X] D aesthetic features?

Is the proposed use out-of-character in comparison to adjacent uses because of height,

] X
bulk, or other features?
The project is out of character with adjacent park land that is located south, west and

north or the project site. An open space lot (Lot 26) is proposed for the northwest
portion of the subject property.
X [ ]  Isthe project likely to create substantial sun shadow, light or glare problems?

[] [] Other factors (e.g., grading or landform alteration)?

Landform alteration in northeast.

MITIGATION MEASURES [ ] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

[ ] Lot Size [ ] Project Design Xl Visual Report [] Compatible Use

Structures must be screened from park land by native trees and vegetation.

CONCLUSION
Considering the above information, could the project leave a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)
on scenic qualities?

D Potentiaﬂy signiﬁcaﬁt % Less than significant with project mitigation D Less than significant/No Impact

6/6/07



SETTING/IMPACTS

‘es

[] MITIGATION MEASURES

No Maybe

0 X

[] Project Design

SERVICES - 1. Traffic/Access

Does the project contain 25 dwelling units or more and is it located in an area with

known congestion problems (roadway or intersections)?

25 residences are proposed. The intersections of Valley Circle/Vanowen, Valley

Circle/Kittridge and Valley Circle/Victory had a LOS of B or higher in 1998. Source:

Randiwood Lane Residential Development Traffic impact Analysis (Parsons Brickerhoff

Quade & Douglas 10/27/98 page 7)

Will the project result in any hazardous traffic conditions?

Will the project result in parking problems with a subsequent impact on traffic
conditions?

Will inadequate access during an emergency (other than fire hazards) result in problems
for emergency vehicles or residents/employees in the area?

Will the congestion management program (CMP) Transportation Impact Analysis
thresholds of 50 peak hour vehicles added by project traffic to a CMP highway system
intersection or 150 peak hour trips added by project traffic to a mainline freeway link be

exceeded?

Would the project conflict with adopted policies, plans, or program supporting
alternative transportation (e.g., bus, turnouts, bicycle racks)?

Other factors?

[ ] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

[ ] Traffic Report Consultation with DPW Traffic & Lighting Division

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project leave a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)

on traffic/access factors?

D Potentially significant

D Less than significant with project mitigation fZI Less than significant/No Impact
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SERVICES - 2. Sewage Disposal

SETTING/IMPACTS

- No Maybe
If served by a community sewage system, could the project create capacity problems at

X L the treatment plant?

X} [] Could the project create capacity problems in the sewer lines serving the project site?

[0 [ Other factors?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS

[] Utilities Code, Title 20 — Division 2 (Sanitary Sewers and Industrial Waste)
X Plumbing Code, Title 28 — Chapter 7 (Sanitary Drainage)
X California Health Safety Code — Section 5474 (Sewer connection mitigation fee)

[ ] MITIGATION MEASURES [[] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively) on
the physical environment due to sewage disposal facilities?

; f_]PotennaHymgmﬁcant D Less than significant with project mitigation Less than significant/No Impact
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SETTING/IMPACTS
No Maybe

SERVICES - 3. Education

Could the project create capacity problems at the district level?

The middle and high schools in the Las Virgenes Unified School District are above
capacity and unable to accept new students. Source: LVUSD letter 3/27/07. The

School Facilities Fee will mitigate impact.

Could the project create capacity problems at individual schools that will serve the

project site?
The middle and high schools in the Las Virgenes Unified School District are above
capacity and unable to accept new students. Source: LVUSD letter 3/27/07. The

School Facilities Fee will mitigate impact.

Could the project create student transportation problems?

Could the project create substantial library impacts due to increased population and

demand?

Other factors?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS

X State of California Government Code — Section 53080 (School Facilities Fee)
X] Planning & Zoning Code, Title 22 - Chapter 22.72 (Library Facilities Mitigation Fee)

[ ] MITIGATION MEASURES

[ ] Site Dedication

[ ] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

Condition project to require applicant to pay School Facilities Fee.

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)
relative to educational facilities/services?

‘ ] Potentially significant

D Less than significant with project mitigation X] Less than significant/No Impact
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SERVICES - 4. Fire/Sheriff Services

SETTING/IMPACTS

No Maybe
u Could the project create staffing or response time problems at the fire station or sheriff's
- substation serving the project site?
The project site is served by Fire Station 68 which is located 4.29 miles away and by the

Malibu / Lost Hills Sheriff’s Station which is located 8.15 miles away.
Are there any special fire or law enforcement problems associated with the project or the

general area?

(] [ Other factors?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS

[X] Revenue & Finance Code, Title 4 — Chapter 4.92 (Fire Protection Facilities Fee)

E’ MITIGATION MEASURES D OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

Applicant must pay fire protection facilities fee to offset any new fire protection services that are required to serve
the project.

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)

relative to fire/sheriff services?

D Potenﬂallymgmﬁcant ~ Less than significant with project mitigation D Less than significant/No Impact
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SERVICES - 5. Utilities/Other Services

SETTING/IMPACTS

s No Maybe

< N Is the project site in an area known to have an inadequate public water supply to meet
domestic needs or to have an inadequate ground water supply and proposes water wells?
The use of public water service is proposed. Las Virgenes Water District has an
available pump station site that was not used for another project. Source: LVWD letter

3/27/07.
Is the project site in an area known to have an inadequate water supply and/or pressure to

b L] meet fire fighting needs?

Could the project create problems with providing utility services, such as electricity, gas,

X u or propane?

X []  Are there any other known service problem areas (e.g., solid waste)?

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically
4 ] altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
o environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or
other performance objectives for any of the public services or facilities (e.g., fire
protection, police protection, schools, parks, roads)?

[] [[]  Other factors?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS

[ ] Plumbing Code, Title 28 — Chapters 3, 6 & 12
D Utilities Code, Title 20 — Divisions 1, 4 & 4a (Water, Solid Waste, Garbage Disposal Districts)

[ ] MITIGATION MEASURES [ ] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

[ ] Lot Size [ Project Design Water Purveyor Will-serve Letter

CONCLUSION
Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)

relative to utilities services?

D Potentially significant D Less than significant with project mitigation Less than significant/No Impact
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OTHER FACTORS - 1. General

SETTING/IMPACTS

Will the project result in an inefficient use of energy resources?

Will the project result in a major change in the patterns, scale, or character of the general
area or community?

Will the project result in a significant reduction in the amount of agricultural land?

Other factors?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS

X California State Administrative Code, Title 24, Part 5, T-20 (Energy Conservation)

[] MITIGATION MEASURES [ OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

[ ] Lot Size [ ] Project Design [_] Compatible Use

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively) on
the physical environment due to any of the above factors?

Poten’ually sxgmﬁcant k D Less than significant with project mitigation & Less than significant/No Impact
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SETTING/IMPACTS

No

X

X

X

X

[ ] MITIGATION MEASURES

[ ] Toxic Clean-up Plan

Maybe

OTHER FACTORS - 2. Environmental Safety

Are any hazardous materials used, transported, produced, handled, or stored on-site?

Are any pressurized tanks to be used or any hazardous wastes stored on-site?
There are no tanks proposed for the project site.

Are any residential units, schools, or hospitals located within 500 feet and potentially

adversely affected?
Residences are located within 500 feet of the project site but they should not be

adversely affected by the project.

Have there been previous uses that indicate residual soil toxicity of the site or is the site
located within two miles downstream of a known groundwater contamination source
within the same watershed?

Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment involving
the accidental release of hazardous materials into the environment?

Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous materials, substances,
or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

Would the project be located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous materials
sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would
create a significant hazard to the public or environment?

Would the project result in a safety hazard for people in a project area located within an
airport land use plan, within two miles of a public or public use airport, or within the

vicinity of a private airstrip?

Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

Other factors?

[ ] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact relative to public safety?

D Potentially significant

D Less than significant with project mitigation ‘ Less than significant/No Impact
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SETTING/IMPACTS

No

Y

O X OXK

[] MITIGATION MEASURES

Maybe

[

O 0O 000

OTHER FACTORS - 3. Land Use

Can the project be found to be inconsistent with the plan designation(s) of the subject

property?
The land use designation for the project site is Low Density Residential (1 to 6 dwelling
units per acre). The project proposes 25 residences on 58.3 acres or 0.42 dwelling

units per acre.

Can the project be found to be inconsistent with the zoning designation of the subject

property?
The project site is zoned RPD-3000-1.5U and R-1-1000. The single-family lots are

located mostly in the R-1-1000 zone which has a minimum lot size of 1,000 square feet.
The smallest proposed lot is 26,680.30 square feet.

Can the project be found to be inconsistent with the following applicable land use
criteria:
Hillside Management Criteria?

SEA Conformance Criteria?

Other?

Would the project physically divide an established community?

Other factors?

[[] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively) on
the physical environment due to land use factors?

D Potentially significant

D Less than significant with project mitigation Less than significant/No Impact
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OTHER FACTORS —’4. Population/Housing/Emplovment/Recreation

SETTING/IMPACTS

No Maybe
X [ ] Could the project cumulatively exceed official regional or local population projections?

] Could the project induce substantial direct or indirect growth in an area (e.g., through
projects in an undeveloped area or extension of major infrastructure)?

[ ] Could the project displace existing housing, especially affordable housing?

The proposed project will increase the local housing stock by 25 residences.
Could the project result in substantial job/housing imbalance or substantial increase in

L Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)?

[]  Could the project require new or expanded recreational facilities for future residents?

] Would the project displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction
of replacement housing elsewhere?

The project site is vacant.

g D [] [] Other factors?

[ ] MITIGATION MEASURES [ ] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively) on
the physical environment due to population, housing, employment, or recreational factors?

D Potentially significant D Less than significant with project mitigation Z} Less than significant/No Impact
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MA&ATQRY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Based on this Initial Study, the following findings are made:

CONCLUSION

Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant
or animal, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or

prehistory?

Wildlife habitat & sensitive species

Does the project have possible environmental effects that are individually limited but
cumulatively considerable? "Cumulatively considerable" means that the incremental
effects of an individual project are considerable when viewed in connection with the
effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable

future projects.

Will the environmental effects of the project cause substantial adverse effects on human
beings, either directly or indirectly?

Air Quality

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively) on

the environment?

[] Potentially significant

EZ‘ Less than significant with project mitigation D Less than significant/No Impact
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RPC MEETING DATE CONTINUE TO

January 16, 2008
AGENDA ITEM No.

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street, Los Angeles, California 90012
Telephone (213) 974-6433

VESTING TRACT MAP NO. 52652 9

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 98-123-(3) PUBLIC HEARING DATE

OAK TREE PERMIT NO. 98-123-(3) 10-03-07
APPLICANT OWNER REPRESENTATIVE
Latham & Watkins Faye Estates, LLC S.E.C. Civil Engineers
REQUEST:

Vesting Tentative Tract Map: To create 25 single family lots and one each recreation, public facilities, water tank, and open space lot on

58.03 gross acres;
Conditional Use Permit to develop in a Residential Planned Development (“RPD”) zone and for onsite project grading.

Qak Tree Permit for removal of 14 oak trees (1 heritage) and encroachment on the protected zone of one (1) oak tree.
LOCATION/ADDRESS ZONED DISTRICT

West of Randiwood Lane between Kittridge Street and Welby Way Chatsworth
COMMUNITY
ACCESS West Chatworth

EXISTING ZONING

R-1-10,000 (Single Family Residence-10,000 Square Foot
Minimum Required Lot Area); RPD-30,000-1.5U (Residential
Planned Development-30,000 Square Foot Minimum Required
Lot Area-1.5 Dwelling Units Per Net Acre)

Randiwood Lane

TOPOGRAPHY

SIZE
58.03 gross /54.15 net acres

EXISTING LAND USE
Vacant

SHAPE
Irregular

Varied slopes

SURROUNDING LAND

USES & ZONING

East: Single family/R-1-11000 (Single Family Residence-
11,000 Square Foot Minimum Required Lot Area)

West: State Park/Ventura County

MAXIMUM DENSITY
348 DU

North: El Escorpion Park/City of Los Angeles

South: Knapp Ranch Park; LA DWP site/City of Los Angeles
l GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION
Los Angeles Countywide General Plan

CONSISTENCY

Yes

1-Low Density (1-6 DU/AC)

ENVIRONMENTAL STATUS
Mitigated Negative Declaration: Impacts mitigated to less than significant levels include air quality, traffic congestion,
protection of walnut woodland and coastal sage scrub habitat, and visual qualities.
DESCRIPTION OF SITE PLAN
The vesting tentative map and Exhibit “A” dated July 19, 2007, depict 25 single family lots, one recreation lot, one public facilities lot, one
water tank lot, and one open space lot on 58.03 gross acres. 975,000 cubic yards of cut grading and 975,000 yards of fill grading are
proposed, which will be balanced on site. The residential lots vary in size from 0.61 acres to 2.86 acres in a clustered design on the east
end of the property; the open space lot is 26.73 acres. A variable width Rim of the Valley Trail easement is required in this project. The
recreation lot provides four tennis courts and parking.
KEY ISSUES
«  Must comply with all applicable provisions of the RPD zone, including lot coverage, parking, landscaping, and provision of at
least 30% open space.
» Restricted Use Area to be mitigated by avoidance—structures must be built outside of the geological setback line.
Restricted Use is due to geological hazard.
e  Fire protection—all dwellings in this tract are required to have fire sprinkler system
¢« Oak Tree Removal—the14 oak trees proposed to be removed have been damaged by fire. Thirty-six replacement trees
must be provided. .
»  Hillside Management-—a Conditional Use Permit for hillside management is not required for this project as the proposed
density (25 units) is less than the calculated midpoint density threshold (90 units).

TO BE COMPLETED ONLY ON CASES TO BE HEARD BY THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

STAFF CONTACT PERSON
DONALD KRESS

RPC HEARING DATE (S) RPC ACTION DATE RPC RECOMMENDATION
October 3, 2007 January 16, 2008 APPROVAL

MEMBERS VOTING AYE MEMBERS VOTING NO MEMBERS ABSENT

VALADEZ, BELLAMY, HELSLEY, MODUGNO REW

STAFF RECOMMENDATION (PRIOR TO HEARING)

APPROVAL

SPEAKERS” PETITIONS LETTERS

(0) 3 (F) 0 (0) 0 (F) 0 (0) 20 (F) 0

*(0) = Opponents (F) = In Favor




Page 2

PROJECT No. TR 52652

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION (Subject to revision based on public hearing)

X
L
X

XX ORX

APPROVAL [] peniaL

No improvements 20 Acre Lots 10 Acre Lots
Street improvements ___ Paving X Curbs and Gutters
X Street Trees __ Inverted Shoulder __X _ Sidewalks

Water Mains and Hydrants
Drainage Facilities

Sewer D Septic Tanks D Other

Park Dedication “In-Lieu Fee”

2% Acre Lots

_X__ Street Lights

Off Site Paving ft.

Sect 191.2

SPECIAL INDIVIDUAL DEPARTMENT CONCERNS

Engineer

Road

Flood

Forester & Fire Warden

Parks & Rec. Trail easement for Rim of the Vailey Trail required

Health

Planning

ISSUES AND ANALYSIS

Applicant voluntarily prepared a separate study concerning traffic during emergency evacuation for the community members.

Prepared by: Donald Kress




RPC MEETING DATE
October 3, 2007

AGENDA ITEM NO.
9a,b,c

REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION

TRANSMITTAL CHECKLIST
PROJECT NO: 98-123-(3)
CASE NO. Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 52652

Conditional Use Permit Case No. 98-123-(3)
Oak Tree Permit Case No. 98-123-(3)

CONTACT PERSON: Donald Kress

I  STAFF REPORT

DRAFT CONDITIONS

[1 DRAFT FINDINGS FOR DENIAL (If Land Division Case Recommended For Denial)
BURDEN OF PROOF STATEMENT (Zoning or Plan Amendment Requests)
X ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION

<] THOMAS BROTHERS MAP (Identifying Subject Property)

X  LAND USE RADIUS MAP

TENTATIVE TRACT MAP

XI  EXHIBIT “A” MAP

X PHOTOGRAPHS

CORRESPONDENCE

XI  GIS-NET MAP

[] [P T G

[]

Reviewed By: ([ ’g{@%gki&%yw
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TR 53652--photos taken 26 Sept 07

Looking down the slope face on the east side at Randiwood Lane



TR 53652--photos taken 26 Sept 07

Facing generally northwest across proposed recreation lot



TR 53652--photos taken 26 Sept 07

Facing generally southwest across the property from northeast corner



TR 53652--photos taken 26 Sept 07

Facing generally southeast across the proposed open space lot



Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street, Los Angeles Cahfomla 90012

RPC MEETING DATE CONTINUE TO

974-64
Telephone (213) 974-6433 AGENDA ITEM No.
VESTING TRACT MAP NO. 52652 9
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 98-123-(3) PUBLIC HEARING DATE
OAK TREE PERMIT NO. 98-123-(3) 10-03-07
APPLICANT OWNER REPRESENTATIVE
Latham & Watkins Faye Estates, LLC S.E.C. Civil Engineers

REQUEST:

Vesting Tentative Tract Map: To create 25 single family lots and one each recreation, public facilities, water tank, and open space lot on

58.03 gross acres;

Conditional Use Permit to develop in a Residential Planned Development (“RPD”) zone and for onSIte project grading.

Qak Tree Permit for removal of 14 oak trees (1 heritage) and encroachment on the protected zone of one (1) oak tree.

ZONED DISTRICT
Chatsworth

LOCATION/ADDRESS

West of Randiwood Lane between Kittridge Street and Welby Way

ACCESS
Randiwood Lane

COMMUNITY
West Chatworth

EXISTING ZONING

R-1-10,000 (Single Family Residence-10,000 Square Foot
Minimum Required Lot Area); RPD-30,000-1.5U (Residential
Planned Development-30,000 Square Foot Minimum Required
Lot Area-1.5 Dwelling Units Per Net Acre)

SIZE EXISTING LAND USE

58.03 gross /54.15 net acres Vacant

SHAPE

Irregular

TOPOGRAPHY
Varied slopes

SURROUNDING LAND

USES & ZONING

North: EI Escorpion Park/City of Los Angeles

East: Single family/R-1-11000 (Single Family Residence-
11,000 Square Foot Minimum Required Lot Area)

South: Knapp Ranch Park; LA DWP site/City of Los Angeles

West: State Park/Ventura County

GENERAL PLAN

DESIGNATION

MAXIMUM DENSITY | CONSISTENCY

Los Angeles Countywide General Plan

1-Low Density (1-6 DU/AC)

348 DU

Yes

ENVIRONMENTAL STATUS

Mitigated Negative Declaration: Impacts mitigated to less than significant levels include air quality, traffic congestion,
protection of walnut woodland and coastal sage scrub habitat, and visual qualities.

DESCRIPTION OF SITE PLAN

The vesting tentative map and Exhibit “A” dated July 19, 2007, depict 25 single family lots, one recreation lot, one public facilities lot, one
water tank lot, and one open space lot on 58.03 gross acres. 975,000 cubic yards of cut grading and 975,000 yards of fill grading are
proposed, which will be balanced on site. The residential lots vary in size from 0.61 acres to 2.86 acres in a clustered design on the east
end of the property; the open space lot is 26.73 acres. A variable width Rim of the Valley Trail easement is required in this project. The

recreation lot provides four tennis courts and parking.

KEY ISSUES

least 30% open space.

Restricted Use is due to geological hazard.

must be provided.

Must comply with all applicable provisions of the RPD zone, including lot coverage, parking, landscaping, and provision of at |
Restricted Use Area to be mitigated by avoidance—structures must be built outside of the geological setback line.

Fire protection—all dwellings in this tract are required to have fire sprinkler system
Oak Tree Removal-—the14 oak trees proposed to be removed have been damaged by fire. Thirty-six replacement trees

Hillside Management—a Conditional Use Permit for hillside management is not required for this project as the proposed
density (25 units) is less than the calculated midpoint density threshold (90 units).

TO BE COMPLETED ONLY ON CASES TO BE HEARD BY THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

STAFF CONTACT PERSON

RPC HEARING DATE (S)

RPC ACTION DATE

RPC RECOMMENDATION

MEMBERS VOTING AYE

MEMBERS VOTING NO

MEMBERS ABSTAINING

STAFF RECOMMENDATION (PRIOR TO HEARING)

SPEARKERS*
©) ()

PETITIONS

| (0)

(F)

LETTERS
©) (F)

r0) = Opponents (F) = In Favor



Page 2
PROJECT No. TR 52652

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION (Subject to revision based on public hearing)

X] aPPROVAL [ peniaL

D No improvements 20 Acre Lots 10 Acre Lots 2%z Acre Lots Sect 191.2

@ Street improvements . Paving X Curbs and Gutters _X__ Street Lights

X Street Trees Inverted Shoulder X__ Sidewalks Off Site Paving ft.

Water Mains and Hydrants
D Drainage Facilities

Sewer D Septic Tanks D Other

Xl Park Dedication “In-Lieu Fee”

SPECIAL INDIVIDUAL DEPARTMENT CONCERNS

Engineer

Road

Flood

Forester & Fire Warden

Parks & Rec. Trail easement for Rim of the Valley Trail required

Health

Planning

ISSUES AND ANALYSIS

4 Prepared by: Donald Kress



PROJECT MITIGATION MEASURES
DUE TO ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION

Project: 98123/RENVT200600024

The Department of Regional Planning (DRP) staff has determined that the following mitigation
measures for the project are necessary in order to assure that the proposed project will not cause

significant impacts on the environment.

The. permittee shall deposit the sum of $3000.00 with the Department of Regional Planning
within 30 days of permit approval in order to defray the cost of reviewing and verifying the
information contained in the reports required by the Mitigation Monitoring Program.

1. Prior to issuance of grading permits, the applicant shall submit a SCAQMD
approved fugitive dust control plan to the Department of Regional Planning. The

plan shall include the following:

a. Trucks hauling dirt shall be covered and shall maintain at least 2 feet of

freeboard;
b. Streets shall be swept if visible soil material is carried onto adjacent public

paved roads;
c. Install wheel washers where vehicles enter and exit unpaved roads, or wash
off trucks and any equipment leaving the site each hip; ‘
Apply soil stabilizers to inactive areas;
Replace groundcover in disturbed areas quickly;
Water exposed surfaces 2 times daily or as necessary; and
Appoint a construction relations officer to act as a community liaison

concerning on-site construction activities.

© e A

2. Prior to issuance of grading permits, the applicant shall submit copies of
construction contracts that must contain provisions requiring contractors to
minimize exhaust emissions by maintaining equipment and vehicle engines in
accordance with manufacturers' specifications and SCAQMD rules.

3. Prior to issuance of building permit, the applicant shall submit proof that a public
utility is providing electricity to the project site. The use of diesel generators is

prohibited.

4. Prior to issuance of grading permit, the applicant shall submit a traffic
construction management plan to the Department of Public Works. To avoid
congestion on local streets and minimize truck idling times, the plan shall include
the following components:
a.  Use of signs and delineators identifying the presence of a construction zone;
b. Use of flagmen to control vehicle traffic and improve traffic flow;

c. Identification of a haul route designed to avoid construction traffic on
residential streets; and
d. Limitations on truck idling.



VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 52652
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO. 98-123-(3)
OAK TREE PERMIT CASE NO. 98-123-(3)
STAFF ANALYSIS
FOR OCTOBER 3, 2007 REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARING

PROJECT OVERVIEW

The applicant, Faye Estates, LLC., proposes the creation of 25 single family lots, one (1)
recreation lot, one (1) water tank lot, one (1) public facilities lot, and one (1) open space lot
on approximately 58.03 gross acres. The proposal requires approval of Vesting Tentative
Tract Map No. 52652 (“TR 52652”) for the subdivision, and Conditional Use Permit (“CUP”)
Case No. 98-123-(3) for development of a Residential Planned Development (“RPD”) in
the RPD zone and for on-site project grading exceeding 100,000 cubic yards. Oak Tree
Permit Case No. 98-123-(3) is also required to allow the removal of 14 oak trees, including
one heritage oak, and encroachment into the protected zone of one oak tree.

The subject property is located west of Randiwood Lane between Kittridge Street and
Welby Way in the Chatsworth Zoned District. The project is proposing 975,000 cubic yards
of cut grading and 975,000 cubic yards of fill grading.

The RPD-zoned portion of the property is required to provide minimum 30 percent
permanent open space under common ownership. The RPD zone covers 31.56 acres of
the subject property. The open space within the RPD zone—the portion of Open Space
Lot No. 27 in this zone--is 22.34 acres, which comprises 71 percent of the RPD zoned

section.

A Mitigated Negative Declaration has been recommended for this project pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) and the Los Angeles County Environmental
Guidelines. Impacts mitigated to less than significant levels include air quality, traffic
congestion, protection of walnut woodland and coastal sage scrub habitat, and visual

qualities.

DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT PROPERTY

Location: The property is located west of Randiwood Lane between Kittridge Street and
Welby Way in the Chatsworth Zoned District in the unincorporated community of West

Chatsworth.

Physical Features: The subject property is approximately 58.03 gross acres in size. The
terrain consists of level to steep slopes. The property is currently undeveloped. Sensitive
habitat, including walnut woodland and coastal sage scrub, exist on the property.

Access: The property has access from Randiwood Lane, an 54 foot-wide improved street.
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Services: Domestic water service and sewer service will be provided by the Las Virgenes
Water District. The project is within the boundaries of the Las Virgenes School District.

ENTITLEMENTS REQUESTED

Vesting Tentative Tract Map: The applicant requests approval of Tentative TR 52652 to
create 25 single family lots, one recreation lot, one water tank lot, one public facilities lot,
and one open space lot on approximately 58.03 gross acres.

Conditional Use Permit: The applicant requests approval of Conditional Use Permit Case
No. (“CUP”) 98-123-(3) for on-site project grading exceeding 100,000 cubic yards and to
develop within the existing Residential Planned Development (“RPD”) zone.

Oak Tree Permit: The applicant requests approval of Oak Tree Permit Case No. 98-123-(3)
to remove 14 oak trees, including one heritage oak, and to encroach within the protected

zone of one oak tree.

EXISTING ZONING

Subject Property: The subject property is zoned R-1-10,000 (Single Family Residential—
10,000 Square Foot Minimum Required Lot Area) and RPD-30,000-1.5U (Residential
Planned Development-30,000 Square Foot Minimum Required Lot Area-1.5 Dwelling Units
Per Net Acre Maximum Density). The R-1-10,000 zone comprises 21.47 acres and the
RPD-30,000-1.5U zone comprises 31.56 acres. The demarcation line between these two
zones is depicted on the tentative and Exhibit Maps. Building pads on proposed Lots 1
through 15 and 23 through 25 are entirely within the R-1-10,000 zone. Building pads on
lots 16 through 22 are in both the R-1-10,000 and RPD-30,000-1.5U zones.

Surrounding Properties:  Surrounding zoning is R-1-11,000 (Single Family Residential-
11,000 Square Foot Minimum Required Lot Area) to the east. City of Los Angeles is to the
north and south, and Ventura County is to the west.

EXISTING LAND USES

Subiject Property: The subject property consists of one vacant, unimproved lot.

Surrounding Properties: Surrounding uses are as follows:

North:  El Escorpion Park (City of Los Angeles):

East: Single family residences:

South:  Knapp Ranch Park; Department of Water and Power facility (City of Los Angeles)

West:  Bell Canyon State Park (Ventura County).
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PREVIOUS CASE/ZONING HISTORY

Zone Change Case No. 84032, filed May 18, 1983 and adopted June 23, 1987, created
the R-1-10,000 and RPD-30,000-1.5U zones on this property. The property had previously
been zoned A-1 (Light Agricultural) by ordinance no. 7505, adopted April 14, 1959.

CP 2343, filed May 18, 1983, proposed 46 townhouses and 68 single family lots on 58
acres. This project was denied on November 23, 1998.

Certificate of Compliance Case No. 2004-00241-(3) and Lot Line Adjustment Case No.
2004 0007-(3) were filed in November, 2004. No further action was taken after December,

2004.
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

TR 52652 and Exhibit “A” map dated July 16, 2007, depict a residential development of 25
single family lots, one (1) recreation lot, one (1) water tank lot, one (1) public facilities lot,
and one (1) open space lot on approximately 58.03 gross acres. The project will be

developed in a single phase.

The project is accessed from Randiwood Lane, an 54-foot-wide improved street along the
east side of the project site, and Kittridge Street, a 60-foot-wide improved street that will
loop through the project. Proposed “A” Street will be a 58-foot-wide dedicated street.

;Fhe residential lots are clustered in the southeast corner of the property. Access is
provided by Kittridge Street, which will be extended to loop through the property and
connect with Randiwood Lane. A cul-de-sac, “A” Street, will provide access to 10 single

family lots.

Proposed residential lot sizes will range from 0.61 gross acres to 2.86 gross acres. The
public facilities lot, Lot 26, is a flag lot with a 30 foot wide fee access strip. The recreation
lot, Lot 28, and water tank lot, Lot 29, are flag lots each with a 15-foot-wide fee access
strip with a common driveway 30 feet wide. The water tank lot, Lot 29, will be dedicated to
the Las Virgenes Water District for water storage tanks

While the project contains slopes greater than 25 percent, a CUP for urban hillside
management is not required as the proposed density of 25 units is less than the calculated

midpoint density threshold of 90 units.

The project is proposing 975,000 cubic yards cut grading and 975,000 cubic yards fill
grading to be balanced onsite; an average of 39,000 cubic yards of cut and 39,000 cubic

yards of fill grading for each residential lot.
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The project is proposing 975,000 cubic yards cut grading and 975,000 cubic yards fill
grading to be balanced onsite; an average of 39,000 cubic yards of cut and 39,000 cubic

yards of fill grading for each residential lot.

The project contains 43 oak trees. Fourteen oak trees, including one heritage oak tree, will
be removed and one oak tree will be encroached upon.

:rhe project contains a variable width easement for the Rim of the Valley Trail in the
northwest corner of the property.

The project area contains one restricted use area (“RUA”) along the southern boundary of
the property, which is due to geological hazard. This RUA is addressed through avoidance
and the tentative map indicates the geological setback line. The subdivider must dedicate

to the County of Los Angeles the right to prohibit erection of buildings or other structures

within the RUA.

The project is located in a Very High Fire Severity Zone. Fire sprinklers are required for all
proposed dwellings within the tract boundary. A fuel modification plan is also required to be
approved before final map approval.

GENERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY

The subject property is consistent with the Los Angeles Countywide General Plan
(“General Plan”) and depicted within the Low Density Residential category on the Land
Use Policy Map. This category of the General Plan identifies areas particularly suitable for
single-family detached housing units and is intended to maintain the character of existing
low density residential neighborhoods with densities up to 6 dwelling units per gross acre.
The applicant’s proposal to create 25 residential lots on 58.03 gross acres yields a density
of 0.43 dwelling units per acre, which is consistent with the General Plan Category 1.
Additional applicable General Plan policies and goals include:

General goals and policies:
e Maintain a balance between increased intensity of development and the capacity of
needed facilities such as transportation, water, and sewer systems. (Policy 18,

Page I-21)

Land use and urban development pattern
J Promote the efficient use of land through a more concentrated pattern of urban
development, including the focusing of new urban growth into areas of suitable land.

Housing and Community Development
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° Promote a balanced mix of dwelling unit types to meet present and future needs,
with emphasis on family owned and moderate density dwelling units (twinhomes,
townhouses and garden condominiums at garden apartment densities).

o Promote the provision of an adequate supply of housing by location, type and price.
Encourage design of residential developments that will foster security and safety
and be sensitive to the natural environment. (Policy 9, p. IV-32)

Conservation and open space element
e Manage development in hillside areas to protect their natural and scenic character
and to reduce risks from fire, flood, mudslides, erosion and landslides. (Policy 24,

Page 11-28)

e Develop a system of bikeways, scenic highways, and riding and hiking trails; link
recreational facilities where possible.”(Policy 30, Page 11-29)

The following goals of the Land Use Element apply to the proposed subdivision:

o Coordination with Public Services: To provide for land use arrangements that take
full advantage of existing public service and facility capacities.

o Quality Neighborhoods: To maintain and enhance the quality of existing residential
neighborhoods.

o Coordination with Transportation: To coordinate land use with existing and

proposed transportation networks.

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT

Pursuant to Sections 22.20.100 and 22.20.460 of the County Code, the applicant has
requested a CUP, and submitted an Exhibit “A”, to demonstrate compliance with planned
residential development within the RPD zone and on-site project grading exceeding

100,000 cubic yards.

In addition to the standard burden of proof required for a CUP required for on-site project
grading, the applicant must also meet the following burden of proof required for

development in an RPD zone:

e That the plan compiles with the intent of planned residential development as set
forth in this subsection [22.20.460] B, provides as well or better for light and air, for
public safety and convenience, the protection of property values and the
preservation of the general welfare of the community, than if developed as provided
in subsection A of this section. .

The applicant’s Burden of Proof responses are attached.
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OAK TREE PERMIT

An oak tree report was most recently updated on June 22, 2006 was submitted by Trees,
Etc. (arborist: Richard Ibarra). Of the 43 oak trees located on the property subject to the
Oak Tree ordinance as identified in the June 22, 2006 report, 15 are included in the

associated Oak Tree Permit.

Fourteen (14) oak trees, including one heritage oak (labeled #10-15, 24-27 [26 is a
heritage], 40-43) are proposed to be removed. One (1) oak tree, (labeled #9) is proposed
to be encroached within its protected zone due to potential impacts from construction.

Mitigation measures recommended by the County Forester/Fire Warden include
replacement of oak tree removals at a rate of 2:1 (and 10:1 for heritage oaks) for a total of

36 mitigation trees.

Pursuant to Section 22.56.2100 of the County Code, the applicant must meet the following
burden of proof:

A. That the proposed construction of proposed use will be accomplished without
endangering the health of the remaining trees subject to this Part 16, if any, on the

subject property; and

B. That the removal or relocation of the oak tree(s) proposed will not result in soil
erosion through the diversion or increased flow of surface waters which cannot be

satisfactorily mitigated; and

C. That in addition to the above facts, at least one of the following findings apply:
1. That the removal or relocation of the oak tree(s) proposed is necessary as
continued existence at present location(s) frustrates the planned
improvement or proposed use of the subject property to such an extent that:

a. Alternative development plans cannot achieve the same permitted
density or that the cost of such alternative would be prohibitive, or
b. Placement of such tree(s) precludes the reasonable and efficient use
of such property for a use otherwise authorized; or
2. That the oak tree(s) proposed for removal or relocation interferes with utility

services or streets and highways, either within or outside of the subject
property, and no reasonable alternative to such interference exists other than
removal of the tree(s); or

3. That the condition of the oak tree(s) proposed for removal with reference to
seriously debilitating disease or danger of falling is such that it cannot be
remedied through reasonable preservation procedures and practices; and
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D. That the removal of the oak tree(s) proposed will not be contrary to or be in
substantial conflict with the intent and purpose of the oak tree permit procedure.

The applicant’s Burden of Proof responses are attached.

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION

A Mitigated Negative Declaration has been recommended for this project pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) and the Los Angeles County Environmental
Guidelines. A Mitigated Negative Declaration means that based on the initial study, it has
been determined that the project will not have a significant effect on the environment with
modification as identified in the project changes/conditions form included in the Initial
Study. Potential impacts include:

e Air quality

e Traffic congestion

e Protection of walnut woodland and coastal sage scrub habitat

L ]

Visual qualities

Mitigation measures include:
¢ Implementation of a Southern California Air Quality Management District
(“SCAQMD”)—approved fugitive dust control plan during construction
¢ Implementation of a traffic construction management plan
Implementation of a DRP-approved planting plan to re-establish walnut woodland
and coastal sage scrub environment and preserve views

COUNTY DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCY COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The Los Angeles County Subdivision Committee (“Subdivision Committee”) consists of the
Departments of Regional Planning, Public Works, Fire, Parks and Recreation, and Public
Health. The Subdivision Committee has reviewed the vesting tentative tract map and
Exhibit “A” map dated July 19, 2007, and recommends the attached conditions.

LEGAL NOTIFICATION/COMMUNITY OUTREACH

On August 30, 2007, approximately 103 notices of public hearing were mailed to property
owners within a 500-foot radius of the subject property. The public hearing notice was
published in The Los Angeles Daily News and La Opinion on September 1, 2007. Project
materials, including tentative tract map and Exhibit “A”, land use map and recommended
conditions were received on August 31, 2007 at the Platt Branch of the Los Angeles City
Library in Woodland Hills. A public hearing notice was posted on the subject property
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At the time of writing, eight letters or e-mails have been received regarding this project.
The primary concern is resident evacuation and emergency vehicle access during fire.
Nearby residents state there is only a single means of road access to this area, and the
existing residential development adjacent to the subject property on the east already
exceeds limits imposed by County Code on number of residences in a development with a
single means of access. Additional concerns raised include:

e increases in traffic in general,
water pressure,
soil instability,
poor maintenance of the subject property,
preservation of the subject property as open space,
impeding trail access,
wind-blown dust and disruptive traffic during construction,
removal of oak trees, and
increase in crime.

STAFF EVALUATION

This project is consistent with the Los Angeles Countywide General Plan density and goals
relating to efficient use of land, maintenance of balance between intensity of development
and capacity of facilities and coordination with existing facilities, adequate supply of family
owned housing, and protection of natural and scenic characteristics of hillside areas.

While this project contains slopes greater than 25%, an urban hillside management CUP is
not required as the proposed density of 25 units is less than the calculated midpoint
density threshold of 90 units. The 25 residences are clustered on the eastern side of the
property, and 26.47 acres of open space are provided, including 22.34 in the RPD-zoned
portion of the subject property, which exceeds the required 30 percent open space in the

RPD zone.

The primary concern of the residents—resident evacuation and emergency vehicle access
during fire—-is addressed through improvements in the proposed project that provides an
enhanced buffer that provides extended fire protection to the community. These
requirements include a fuel modification plan and the requirement that all residences be

sprinklered.

In regard to additional concerns expressed by the residents, the Initial Study (“I1S”)
conducted by the Impact Analysis Section of Regional Planning and their reviewing
agencies determined that the following factors had a less than significant impact or no

impact:

e increases in traffic in general,
e water pressure (under “Utilities/Other Services” in the IS)
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e increase in crime.

The IS determined that the following factors would have a less than significant impact
with project mitigation:

¢ soil instability,
¢ wind-blown dust and disruptive traffic during construction

Soil instability is addressed through the requirement that a detailed engineering
geology and soils report by approved by the Department of Public Works (“DPW?") prior
to grading plan approval, and that the boundaries of geological hazards be designated
as RUA’s on the Final Map.

Wind-blown dust during construction is addressed through the requirement that a
Southern California Air Quality Management District (“SCAQMD”)—approved fugitive
dust control program be implemented during construction. Construction traffic
management is also a required mitigation measure.

Of the remaining concerns,

e removal of oak trees is addressed by the applicant's Oak Tree Permit, which
permits the removal of oak trees in compliance with County Code;

» trail access is addressed by the applicant’s granting of a easement to the County of
Los Angeles for trail access;

e poor maintenance of the subject property could be addressed by residents
contacting the Zoning Enforcement Section of Regional Planning;

o preservation of the subject property as open space is not within the purview of
Regional Planning.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

The following recommendation is subject to change based on oral testimony or
documentary evidence submitted during the public hearing process.

Staff recommends that the Regional Planning Commission close the public hearing, adopt
the Mitigated Negative Declaration with conditions, and direct staff to prepare the final

findings and conditions.

Suggested Motions: "I move that the Regional Planning Commission close the public
hearing and adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration.
AND

“lI move that the Regional Planning Commission direct staff to prepare the necessary
findings and conditions.
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DEPARTMENT OF REGIONAL PLANNING
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 98-123-(3) EXHIBIT “A” DATE: JULY 19, 2007

CONDITIONS

1.

This grant authorizes the use of the 58.03 acre subject property for 25 single-
family residential lots, one open space lot, one recreation lot, one public facilities
lot, and one water tank lot as a residential planned development in the RPD-
30,000-1.5U zone and onsite grading review criteria, as depicted on the
approved Exhibit “A”, subject to all of the following conditions of approval.

This grant shall not be effective for any purpose until the permittee, and the
owner of the subject property if other than the permittee, have filed at the office of
the Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning (“Regional Planning”)
an affidavit stating that they are aware of, and agree to accept, all the conditions
of this grant and that the conditions have been recorded as required by Condition
No. 7, and until all required monies have been paid pursuant to Conditions Nos.

8 and 34.

Unless otherwise apparent from the context, the term "permittee” shall include
the applicant and any other person, corporation, or entity making use of this

grant.

If any provision of this grant is held or declared to be invalid, the permit shall be
void and the privileges granted hereunder shall lapse.

Notice is hereby given that any person violating a provision of this grant is guilty
of a misdemeanor. Notice is further given that the Los Angeles County Regional
Planning Commission or Hearing Officer may, after conducting a public hearing,
revoke or modify this grant, if it finds that these conditions have been violated or
that this grant has been exercised so as to be detrimental to the public health or
safety or so as to be a nuisance.

If inspections are required to ensure compliance with the conditions of this grant,
or if any inspection discloses that the property is being used in violation of any
condition of this grant, the permittee shall be financially responsible and shall
reimburse Regional Planning for all inspections and for any enforcement efforts
necessary to bring the subject property into compliance. Inspections shall be
made to ensure compliance with the conditions of this grant as well as adherence
to development in accordance with the approved site plan on file. The amount
charged for inspections shall be the amount equal to the recovery cost at the
time of payment (currently $150.00 per inspection).

The property owner or permittee shall record the terms and conditions of this
grant in the office of the Los Angeles County Recorder. In addition, upon any
transfer or lease of the subject property during the term of this grant, the property
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10.

11.

owner or permittee shall promptly provide a copy of the grant and its terms and
conditions to the transferee or lessee of the subject property.

Within five (5) days of the approval date of this grant, remit a $1,850 processing
fee payable to the County of Los Angeles in connection with the filing and posting
of a Notice of Determination in compliance with Section 21152 of the California
Public Resources Code and Section 711 of the California Fish and Game Code
to defray the costs of fish and wildlife protection and management incurred by the
California Department of Fish and Game. No land use project subject to this
requirement is final, vested or operative until the fee is paid.

The permittee shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the County, its agents,
officers, and employees from any claim, action, or proceeding against the County
or its agents, officers, or employees to attack, set aside, void or annul this permit
approval, which action is brought within the applicable time period of Government
Code Section 65009 or any other applicable limitation period. The County shall
notify the permittee of any claim, action or proceeding and the County shall
reasonably cooperate in the defense.

In the event that any claim, action, or proceeding as described above is filed
against the County, the permittee shall within ten days of the filing pay Regional
Planning an initial deposit of $5,000.00, from which actual costs shall be billed
and deducted for the purpose of defraying the expenses involved in the
department's cooperation in the defense, including but not limited to, depositions,
testimony, and other assistance to the permittee or permittee's counsel. The
permittee shall also pay the following supplemental deposits, from which actual
costs shall be billed and deducted:

a. If during the litigation process, actual costs incurred reach 80 percent of
the amount on deposit, the permittee shall deposit additional funds
sufficient to bring the balance up to the amount of the initial deposit. There
is no limit to the number of supplemental deposits that may be required
prior to completion of the litigation; and

b. At the sole discretion of the permittee, the amount of an initial or
supplemental deposit may exceed the minimum amounts defined herein.

The cost for collection and duplication of records and other related documents
will be paid by the permittee in accordance with Los Angeles County Code
Section 2.170.010.

This grant shall expire unless used within two years after the recordation of a
final map for Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 52652 In the event that Vesting
Tentative Tract Map No. 52652 should expire without the recordation of a final
map, this grant shall expire upon the expiration of the vesting tentative map.



Conditional Use Permit Case No. 98-123-(3) Page 3 of 6
Conditions Exhibit “A” Date: July 19, 2007

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

Entittement to the use of the property thereafter shall be subject to the
regulations then in effect.

The subject property shall be graded, developed and maintained in substantial
compliance with the approved vesting tentative tract map dated July 19, 2007. An
amended or revised tentative tract map approved for Vesting Tentative Tract
Map No. 52652 may, at the discretion of the Director of Planning, constitute a
revised Exhibit “A”. All revised plans shall require the written authorization of the

property owner.

All development shall comply with the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance and
of the specific zoning of the subject property, except as specifically modified by

this grant, as set forth in these conditions, including the approved Exhibit "A," or a

revised Exhibit "A" approved by the Director of Regional Planning. (“Director of
Planning”).

The area of individual lots shall substantially conform to that shown on the
approved Exhibit “A”.

The development of the subject property shall conform to the conditions
approved for Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 52652.

No structure shall exceed a height of 35 feet above grade, except for chimneys
and rooftop antennas.

All structures shall comply with the requirements of the Division of Building and
Safety of the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (“Public Works”).

Detonation of explosives or any other blasting devices or material shall be
prohibited unless all required permits have been obtained.

All grading and construction on the subject property and appurtenant activities,
including engine warm-up, shall be restricted to the hours between 7:00 a.m. and
6:00 p.m. Monday through Friday. No Saturday, Sunday or holiday operations
are permitted.

The permittee shall implement a dust control program during grading and
construction to the satisfaction of the Director of Public Works.

The permittee shall, upon commencement of any grading activity allowed by this
permit, diligently pursue all grading to completion.

No construction equipment or vehicles shall be parked or stored on any existing
public or private streets.
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23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

20.

The permittee shall obtain all necessary permits from Public Works and shall
maintain all such permits in full force and effect throughout the life of this permit.

All construction and development within the subject property shall comply with
the applicable provisions of the Building Code and the various related
mechanical, electrical, plumbing, fire, grading and excavation codes as currently

adopted by the County of Los Angeles.

All structures, walls and fences open to public view shall remain free of
extraneous markings, drawings, or signage. These shall include any of the above
that do not directly relate to the use of the premises or that do not provide
pertinent information about said premises. The only exceptions shall be
seasonal decorations or signage provided under the auspices of a civic or non-

profit organization.

In the event such extraneous markings occur, the permittee shall remove or
cover said markings, drawings, or signage no later than 24 hours after such
occurrence, weather permitting. Paint utilized in covering such markings shall be
of a color that matches, as closely as possible, the color of the adjacent surfaces.

The permittee shall utilize water-saving devices and technology in the
construction of this project to the extent feasible and consistent with the Los

Angeles County Building and Plumbing Codes.

Prior to the issuance of any grading and/or building permit, the permittee shall
submit to the Director of Regional Planning for review and approval three (3)
copies of a revised Exhibit “A” (fully dimensioned, detailed site plan), indicating
that the proposed construction and associated grading complies with the
conditions of this grant and the standards of the zone.

All graded slopes (cut and fill) shall be revegetated. Prior to the issuance of any
grading or building permit, three (3) copies of a landscape plan, which may be
incorporated into a revised Exhibit “A” , shall be submitted to and approved by
the Director of Regional Planning before issuance of any building permit. The
landscape plan shall show size, type, and location of all plants, trees, and
watering facilities. All landscaping shall be maintained in a neat, clean, and
healthful condition, including proper pruning, weeding, removal of litter, fertilizing
and replacement of plants when necessary.

In addition to the review and approval by the Director of Regional Planning, the
landscaping plans will be reviewed by the staff biologist of Regional Planning and
the Los Angeles County Forester and Fire Warden. Their review will include an
evaluation of the balance of structural diversity (e.g. trees, shrubs and
groundcover) that could be expected 18 months after planting in compliance with

fire safety requirements.
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30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

The landscaping plan must show that at least 50 percent of the area covered by
landscaping will contain only locally indigenous species, including not only trees,
but shrubs and ground covering as well. However, if the permittee demonstrates
to the satisfaction of the Director of Regional Planning that compliance with this
requirement is not possible due to County fire safety requirements, then the
Director of Regional Planning may determine that a lower percentage of such
planting shall be required. In those areas where the Director of Regional
Planning approves a lower percentage, the amount of such required locally
indigenous vegetation shall be at least 30 percent. The landscaping will include
trees, shrubs and ground covering at a mixture and density determined by the
Director of Regional Planning and the Forester and Fire Warden. Fire retardant
plants shall be given first consideration.

Timing of Planting. Prior to the issuance of building permits for any construction,
the permittee shall submit a landscaping phasing plan for the landscaping
associated with that construction to be approved by the Director of Regional
Planning. This phasing plan shall establish the timing and sequencing of the
required landscaping, including required plantings within six months and
expected growth during the subsequent 18 months.

No grading permit shall be issued prior to the recordation of a final map except
as authorized by the Director of Regional Planning.

Open space shall comprise 45 percent of the net area of the project (26.47
acres), contained in open space Lot No. 27, as depicted on the Exhibit “A” dated
July 19, 2007. No development, including grading and structures, beyond that
depicted on the approved Exhibit “A”, is permitted on Lot No. 27 to ensure the
open space is permanently maintained.

Record a covenant with the County of Los Angeles agreeing to comply with the
required environmental mitigation measures. Prior to recordation, submit a copy
of the covenant to the Director of Regional Planning for approval.

The environmental mitigation measures are incorporated herein by reference and
made conditions of this grant. As a means of ensuring the effectiveness of the
mitigation measures, the permittee shall submit yearly mitigation monitoring
reports to the Director of Regional Planning for approval and replenish the
mitigation monitoring account, if necessary, until all such mitigation measures
have been implemented and completed. The reports shall describe the status of
the permittee’s compliance with the required mitigation measures.

Within 30 days of the approval of this grant, the permittee shall deposit the sum
of $3,000.00 with Regional Planning to defray the cost of reviewing the
subdivider’s reports and verifying compliance with the Mitigation Monitoring
Program. The permittee shall retain the services of a qualified
Environmental/Mitigation Monitoring Consultant, subject to the approval of the
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35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

Director of Regional Planning, to ensure that all applicable mitigation measures
are implemented and reported in the required Mitigation Monitoring Reports.

Construction equipment operations shall be suspended during second stage
smog alerts.

Only Southern California Air Quality Management District (“"SCAQMD”) approved
zero or low VOC content paints and solvents shall be used.

Tennis court lighting is prohibited.

Street lights need to be shielded and directed away from open space and park
areas. Street light intensity and street pole height shall be the lowest allowable
by Public Works Traffic and Lighting Division.

Project related activities likely to have the potential of disturbing suitable bird
nesting habitat shall be prohibited from February 1 through August 31, unless a
biological monitor acceptable to the Director of Planning surveys the project area
prior to disturbance to confirm that disturbance to habitat will no result in the
failure of nests on-site or immediately adjacent to the area of disturbance.
Disturbance shall be defined as any activity that physically removes and/or
damages vegetation or habitat, any action that may cause disruption of nesting
behavior such as noise exceeding 90dB from equipment, or direct artificial night
lighting. Surveys shall be conducted on the subject property within 300 feet of
disturbance area (500 feet for raptors) no earlier than seven (7) days prior to the
commencement of disturbance. If an active nest is discovered on-site or can be
reasonably deduced to exist immediately adjacent on-site (in cases where
access to adjacent properties is prevented, the project biologist shall demarcate
an are to be avoided by construction activity until the active nest(s) is vacated for
the season and there is no evidence of further nesting attempts. This
demarcated area will incorporate a buffer area surrounding the active nest that is
suitable in size and habitat type to provide a reasonable expectation of breeding
success for hesting birds. Limits of avoidance shall be demarcated with flagging
or fencing. The project proponent shall record the results of the surveys and
recommend protective measures described above and submit the records to
Regional Planning to document compliance with applicable State and Federal
laws pertaining to the protection of native birds.

In the event that human burials or artifacts are uncovered, construction work
shall halt and a qualified archaeologist shall be retained to assess the situation.
The applicant shall comply with all archaeological recommendations.
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(Questions relating to these conditions should be addressed to the Forestry Division,
Prevention Bureau of the County Forester and Fire Warden, 323-890-4330)

1.

This grant shall not be effective until the permittee and the owner of the property
involved (if other than the permittee), have filed at the office of the Department of
Regional Planning their affidavit stating that they are aware of and agree to
accept all conditions of this grant. i

Unless otherwise apparent from the context, the term permittee shall include
the applicant and any other person, corporatlon or other entlty maklng use of this

grant.

The permittee shall, prior to commencement of the use authorlzed by this grant,
deposit with the County of Los Angeles Fire Department (“Fire Department”) a
sum of $1,000. Such fees shall be used to. compensate the County Forester and
Fire Warden $100 per inspection to cover expenses incurred while inspecting the
project to determine the permittee’s. comphance with the conditions of approval.
The above fees provide for one (1) re—constructnon meeting and nine (9)
inspections until the conditions of approval have been met

The Director of the Deoartment of egtona! Plannmg and the County Forester
shall retain the rrght to make regular‘unannounced site inspections.

Before commencmg work authonzed or required by this grant, the consulting
arbonst shall submit. a letter to the: Director of Regional Planning and the Fire
‘ Division, stating that he or she has been retained by the
upervise the work, and that he or she agrees to report to

nittee to. perform'

Ak e Director of Re‘glonat@fPlannlng and the County Forester any failure to fully
",comp!y with the conditions of the grant. The arborist shall also submit a written

report on permit compllance upon completion of the work required by this grant.
The report shall include a diagram showing the exact number and location of all

mitigation trees plaqted as well as planting dates.

The permiﬁee shall arrange for the consulting arborist or a similarly qualified
person to maintain all remaining Oak trees on the subject property that are within
the zone of impact as determined by the County Forester for the life of the Oak

Tree Permit.

The permittee shall install temporary chain-link fencing, not less than four (4) feet
in height, to secure the protected zone of all remaining Oak trees on site as
necessary. The fencing shall be installed prior to grading or tree removal, and
shall not be removed without approval of the County Forester. The term
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“protected zone” refers to the area extending five (5) feet beyond the dripline of

the Oak tree (before pruning). Or fifteen (15) feet from the trunk, whichever is
greater.

6. Copies of the Oak Tree report, Oak tree map, mitigation planting plan and
conditions of approval shall be kept on the project site and available for review.

All individuals associated with the project as it relates to.the Oak resource shall
be familiar with the Oak Tree Report, Oak tree map, and ‘mitigation planting plan
and conditions of approval. B

7. This grant allows the removal of fourteen (14) trees of the Oak genus (Quercus
agrifolia) identified as Tree Numbers 10,11, 12 13, 14, 15 24, 25, 26 (heritage),
27,40, 41, 42, and 43 on the apphcant s srte plan and Oak Tree report

This grant also allows encroachment wrthm the protected zone of one (1) tree of
the oak genus identified as Tree Number 9 on the applicant’s site plan map and
Oak Tree Report. Trenching, excavation, or clearance of vegetation within the
protected zone of an Oak tree shall be acc’i ished by the use of hand tools or
small hand-held power tools. Any major roots encountered shall be conserved to
the extent possible and treated as commended by the consulting arborist.

8 In addition to the work expres"y allowed by thlS permxt remedial pruning
intended to ensure the continued health of a protected Oak tree or to improve its
appearance or structure may be performed. Such pruning shall include the
removal of deadwood and stubs and medrum pruning of branches two (2) inches
in diameter or less in accordance with the guidelines published by the National
Arborist Association. Copres“ C ,:these guidelines are available from the Fire
Department, Forestry/ ivision. In no case shall more than 20 percent of the tree

‘canopy be removed

9. f‘Except as otherwrse expressly authorized by this grant, the remaining Oak trees
shall be maintained in accordance with the principles set forth in the publication
“Oak Trees: Care and Maintenance,” prepared by the Fire Department, Forestry
Dlvrsmn A copy of the publication is enclosed with these conditions.

MITIGATION TREES

10.  The permittee shall provide mitigation trees of the Oak genus at a rate of ten to
one (10:1) (10 total) for each heritage size tree removed and two to one (2:1) (26
total) trees for each non-heritage tree removed for a grand total of 36 trees.
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11.  Each mitigation tree shall be at least a 15-gallon specimen in size and measure

12.

13.

14.

15.

one (1) inch or more in diameter one (1) foot above the base. Free forms trees
with multiple stems are permissible; the combined diameter of the two (2) largest
stems of such trees shall measure a minimum of one (1) inch in diameter one (1)
foot above the base.

Mitigation trees shall consist of indigenous varieties of Quercus agrifolia grown
from a local seed source.

Mitigation trees shall be planted within one (1) year of the permitted Oak tree
removals. Additional mitigation trees shall be planted within one (1) year of the
death of any tree, which results from its permitted encroachment. Mitigation trees
shall be planted either on site or at an off-site location approved by the County
Forester. Alternatively, a contribution to the County of Los Angeles Oak Forest
Special Fund may be made in the amount equivalent to the Oak resource loss.
The contribution shall be calculated by the consulting arborist and approved by
the County Forester according to the most current edition of the International
Society of Arboriculture’s “Guide for Plant‘Appraisal.”

The permittee shall properly maantaln each mltlgatlon tree and shall replace any
tree failing to survive due to a lack of proper care and maintenance with a tree
meeting the specifications set forth above The two—year maintenance period will
begin upon receipt of a letter from the permlttee or consulting arborist to the
Director of Regional PEannmg and the County Forester indicating that the
mitigation trees have been planted. The maintenance period of the trees failing
to survive two (2) years will start anew with the new replacement trees.
Subsequently, addmona fomtonng fees shall be required.

All mitigation Oak trees planted asa condmon of this permit shall be protected in
perpetuity by the Los Angeles County Oak Tree Ordinance once they have

il survwed the requ:red malntenance period.

NON-PERM!TTED ACTIONS AND VIOLATIONS:

16.

17.

Encroachment wuthln the protected zone of any additional tree of the Oak genus
on the pro;ect SIte is prohibited.

Should encroachment within the protected zone of any additional tree of the Oak
genus on the project site not permitted by this grant result in its injury or death
within two (2) years, the permittee shall be required to make a contribution to the
Los Angeles County Oak Forest Special Fund in the amount equivalent to the
Oak resource damage/loss. Said contribution shall be calculated by the
consulting arborist and approved by the County Forester according to the most
current edition of the International Society of Arboriculture’s “Guide for Plant

Appraisal.”
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18.  No planting or irrigation system shall be installed within the dripline of any oak
tree that will be retained.

19.  Utility trenches shall not be routed within the protected zone of an Oak tree
unless the serving utility requires such locations.

20.  Equipment, materials, and vehicles shall not be stored, parked, or operated
within the protected zone of any Oak tree. No temporary structures shall be
placed within the protected zone of any Oak tree.

21.  Violations of the conditions of this grant shall resUtt: in ihifi}ediate work stoppage
or in a notice of correction depending on the nature of the violation. A time frame
within which deficiencies must be corrected wuﬂ be indicated on the notice of
correction. ; ’

22.  Should any future inspection dlsclose thét the subje ct property is bemg used in

violation of any one of the conditions of this grant, the permittee shall be held
financially responsible and shall reimburse the County of Los Angeles Fire
Department, Forestry Division for all enforcement efforts necessary to bring the
subject property into comphance i




DEPARTMENT OF REGIONAL PLANNING
VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 52652

MAP DATE: JULY 19, 2007

DRAFT CONDITIONS

1.

Conform to the applicable requirements of Title 21 of the Los Angeles
County Code (“County Code”) (Subdivision Ordinance) and the area
requirements of the RPD-30,000-1.5U and R-1-10,000 zones.

Show “A” Street as a dedicated street on the final map.

Reserve reciprocal easements for ingress and egress over the common
driveway to benefit Lot Nos. 28 and 29. Submit a copy of the draft
document to be reviewed prior to recordation by the Los Angeles County
Department of Regional Planning (“Regional Planning”) prior to final map
approval.

Submit evidence that the conditions of the associated Conditional Use
Permit Case No. 98-123-(3) and Oak Tree Permit Case No. 98-123-(3)
have been recorded.

Label any driveway required to be a fire lane by the Fire Department as a
“Private Driveway and Fire Lane” on the final map.

Post any driveway required to be a fire lane by the Fire Department “No
Parking-Fire Lane” and provide for continued enforcement through a
Maintenance Agreement or Conditions, Covenants, and Restrictions
(“CC&R'’s”) to be recorded on the property. Submit a copy of the draft
document to be reviewed prior to recordation to Regional Planning prior to
final map approval

Provide for the maintenance of any driveway required to be a fire lane by
the Fire Department through a maintenance agreement or CC&R’s to be
recorded on the property. Submit a copy of the draft document to be
reviewed prior to recordation to Regional Planning prior to final map
approval.

The subdivider or the current owner shall plant at least one tree within the
front yard of each lot. The location and the species of the trees may be
incorporated into a site plan or landscape plan to be approved by the
Director of Regional Planning and the Los Angeles County Forester and
Fire Warden. Prior to final map approval, a bond shall be posted with
Public Works or other verification shall be submitted to the satisfaction of
Regional Planning to ensure the planting of the required trees.
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10.

11.

Dedicated Lot No. 29 to the Las Virgenes Municipal Water District on the
final map.

Within five days after approval, remit processing fees (currently
$1,850.00) payable to the County of Los Angeles in connection with the
filing and posting of a Notice of Determination in compliance with Section
21152 of the California Public Resources Code and Section 711 of the
California Fish and Game Code to defray the costs of fish and wildlife
protection and management incurred by the California Department of Fish
and Game. No project subject to this requirement is final, vested or
operative until the fee is paid.

12. The environmental mitigation measures are incorporated herein by

13.

reference and made conditions of this grant. As a means of ensuring the
effectiveness of the mitigation measures, the subdivider shall submit
yearly mitigation monitoring reports to the Director of Regional Planning
for approval and replenish the mitigation monitoring account, if necessary,
until all such mitigation measures have been implemented and completed.
The reports shall describe the status of the subdivider's compliance with
the required mitigation measures.

Within 30 days of the approval of this grant, the subdivider shall deposit
the sum of $3,000.00 with Regional Planning to defray the cost of
reviewing the subdivider's reports and verifying compliance with the
Mitigation Monitoring Program. The subdivider shall retain the services of
a qualified Environmental/Mitigation Monitoring Consultant, subject to the
approval of the Director of Regional Planning, to ensure that all applicable
mitigation measures are implemented and reported in the required
Mitigation Monitoring Reports.

14. The subdivider shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the County, its

agents, officers, and employees from any claim, action, or proceeding
against the County or its agents, officers, or employees to attack, set
aside, void or annul this approval, which action is brought within the
applicable time period of Government Code Section 65499.37 or any other
applicable limitation period. The County shall promptly notify the
subdivider of any claim, action or proceeding and the County shall
cooperate fully in the defense. If the County fails to promptly notify the
subdivider of any claim, action or proceeding, or if the County fails to
cooperate fully in the defense, the subdivider shall not, thereafter, be
responsible to defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the County.
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15. In the event that any claim, action, or proceeding as described above is
filed against the County, the subdivider shall within 10 days of the filing
pay Regional Planning an initial deposit of $5,000, from which actual costs
shall be billed and deducted for the purpose of defraying the expenses
involved in Regional Planning's cooperation in the defense, including but
not limited to, depositions, testimony, and other assistance to the
subdivider or subdivider's counsel. The subdivider shall pay the following
supplemental deposits, from which actual costs shall be billed and

deducted:

a. If during the litigation process, actual costs incurred reach 80
percent of the amount on deposit, the subdivider shall deposit
additional funds sufficient to bring the balance up to the amount of
the initial deposit. There is no limit to the number of supplemental
deposits that may be required prior to completion of the litigation.

b. At the sole discretion of the subdivider, the amount of an initial or
supplemental deposit may exceed the minimum amounts defined
herein.

The cost of the collection and duplication of records and other related
documents will be paid by the subdivider according to County Code
Section 2.170.010.

Except as modified herein above, this approval is subject to all those
conditions set forth in the attached Mitigation Monitoring Report and reports
recommended by the Los Angeles County Subdivision Committee, which
consists of Public Works, Los Angeles County Fire Department, Los Angeles
County Department of Parks and Recreation and the Los Angeles County
Department of Public Health, in addition to Regional Planning.
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DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION - SUBDIVISION

TENTATIVE MAP DATED _07-19-2007

TRACT NO. 52652 (Rev.)
EXHIBIT MAP DATED _07-19-2007

The following reports consisting of 12 pages are the recommendations of F’ublic Works.

The subdivision shall conform to the design standards and policies of Public Works, in
particular, but not limited to the following items: :

1.

Details and notes shown on the tentative map are not necessarily approved. Any
details or notes which may be inconsistent with requirements of ordinances, general
conditions of approval, or Department policies must be specifically approved in
other conditions, or ordinance requirements are modified to those shown on the

tentative map upon approval by the Advisory agency.

Easements are tentatively required, subject to review by the Director of
Public Works to determine the final locations and requirements.

Easements shall not be granted or recorded within areas proposed to be granted,
dedicated, or offered for dedication for public streets, highways, access rights,
building restriction rights, or other easements until after the final map is filed with the
Registrar-Recorder/County Clerk’s Office. If easements are granted after the date
of tentative approval, a subordination must be executed by the easement holder

prior to the filing of the final map.

In lieu of establishing the final specific locations of structures on each lot at this
time, the owner, at the time of issuance of a grading or building permit, agrees to
develop the property in conformance with the County Code and other appropriate
ordinances such as the Building Code, Plumbing Code, Grading Ordinance,
Highway Permit Ordinance, Mechanical Code, Zoning Ordinance, Undergrounding
of Utilities Ordinance, Water Ordinance, Sanitary Sewer and Industrial Waste
Ordinance, Electrical Code, and Fire Code. Improvements and other requirements

may be imposed pursuant to such codes and ordinances.

All easements existing at the time of final map approval must be accounted for on
the approved tentative map. This includes the location, owner, purpose, and
recording reference for all existing easements. If an easement is blanket or
indeterminate in nature, a statement to that effect must be shown on the tentative
map in lieu of its location. If all easements have not been accounted for, submit a
corrected tentative map to the Department of Regional Planning for approval.

Adjust, relocate, and/or eliminate lot lines, lots, streets, easements, grading,
geotechnical protective devices, and/or physical improvements to comply with
ordinances, policies, and standards in effect at the date the County determined the

application to be complete all to the satisfaction of Public Works.

Quitclaim or relocate easements running through proposed structures.
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DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION - SUBDIVISION

TENTATIVE MAP DATED _07-19-2007

TRACT NO. 52652 (Rev.)
EXHIBIT MAP DATED _07-19-2007

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

-+ )
Prepared by Diego G. Rivera

Furnish Public Works' Street Name Unit with a list of street names acceptable to the
subdivider. These names must not be duplicated within a radius of 20 miles.

A Mapping & Property Management Division house numbermg clearance is required
prior to approval of the final map.

Dedicate vehicular access rights to the rear of double frontage residential lots. If the
Department of Regional Planning requires the construction of a wall, complete

access rights shall be dedicated.

A final tract map must be processed through the Director of Public Works prior to
being filed with the Registrar-Recorder/County Clerk’s Office. ‘

Prior to submitting the tract map to the Director of Public Works for examination
pursuant to Section 66442 of the Government Code, obtain clearances from all
affected Departments and Divisions, including a clearance from the Subdivision
Mapping Section of the Land Development Division of Public Works for the following
mapping items; mathematical accuracy; survey analysis; and correctness of

certificates, signatures, etc.

A final guarantee will be required at the time of filing of the final map with the
Registrar-Recorder/County Clerk’s Office.

Within 30 days of the approval date of this land use entitiement or at the time of first
plan check submittal, the applicant shall deposit the sum of $2,000 (Minor Land
Divisions) or $5,000 (Major Land Divisions) with Public Works to defray the cost of
verifying conditions of approval for the purpose of issuing final map clearances.
This deposit will cover the actual cost of reviewing conditions of approval for
Conditional Use Permits, Tentative Tract and Parcel Maps, Vesting Tentative Tract
and Parcel Maps, Oak Tree Permits, Specific Plans, General Plan Amendments,
Zone Changes, CEQA Mitigation Monitoring Programs and Regulatory Permits from
State and Federal Agencies (Fish and Game, USF&W, Army Corps, RWQCB, etc.)
as they relate to the various plan check activities and improvement plan designs. In
addition, this deposit will be used to conduct site field reviews and attend meetings
requested by the applicant and/or his agents for the purpose of resolving technical
issues on condition compliance as they relate to improvement plan design,
engineering studies, highway alignment studies and tract/parcel map boundary, title
and easement issues. When 80% of the deposit is expended, the applicant will be
required to provide additional funds to restore the initial deposit. Remaining
balances in the deposit account will be refunded upon final map recordation.

Phone (626) 458-4349 Date 08-21-2007

r52652L -revS.doc



COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

900 SOUTH FREMONT AVENUE
ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91803-1331
WWW.LADPW.ORG

TRACT NO. 52652 TENTATIVE MAP DATED: 07/19/07
EXHIBIT MAP DATED: 07/19/07

DRAINAGE & GRADING CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL, PHONE: (626) 458-4921

Prior to Storm Drain Approval/Grading Permit:

1. Notify the State Department of Fish and Game prior to commencement of work within any natural
drainage course. If non-jurisdiction is established by the Department of Fish and Game, submit a

letter of non-jurisdiction to Public Works (Land Development Division).

2. Contact the State Water Resources Control Board to determine if a Notice of Intent (NOI) and a
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) are required to meet National Pollution Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) construction requirements for this site.

3. Contact the Corps of Engineers to determine if a permit is required for any proposed work within a
watercourse. Provide a copy of the 404 Permit upon processing of the drainage plans. If non-
jurisdiction is established by the Corps of Engineers, submit a letter of non-jurisdiction to Public

Works (Land Development Division).

4.  Comply with the requirements of the Drainage Concept/Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan
(SUSMP)/Hydrology Study which was approved on 08/07/07 to the satisfaction of Public Works.

5. The grading plans must show and call out the construction of at least all the drainage devices and
details, the paved driveways, the elevation and drainage of ail pads, and the SUSMP devices. The
applicant is required to show and call out all existing easements on the grading plans and obtain

the easement holder approvals prior to the grading plans approval.

Prior to recordation of a Final Map or Parcel map Waiver:

1. Provide fee title lot for detention basin/inlets to the satisfaction of the Department of Public Works
Dedicate and show necessary easements and/or right of way on the final map. This is required to

2.
the satisfaction of the Department of Public Works.

3. Form an assessment district to finance the future ongoing maintenance and capital replacement of
all SUSMP devices/systems. The developer shall cooperate fully with Public Works in the formation
of the assessment district. SUSMP devices/systems may include, but are not limited to, catch basin
inserts, debris excluders, biotreatment basins, vortex separation type systems, and other

devices/systems for stormwater quality.

4, The developer shall deposit the first year's total assessment based on the engineers estimate as
approved by Public Works. This will fund the first year's maintenance after the facilities are
accepted. The second and subsequent years assessment will be collected through the property tax

bill.

Page 1/2



TRACT NO. 52652 TENTATIVE MAP DATED: 07/19/07
EXHIBIT MAP DATED: 07/19/07

5. A grading plan and soil and geology report must be submitted and approved prior to approval of the
final map.

Y
Name M M]x Date __08/07/07 _ Phone (626) 458-4921

" YONG GUO

Page2/2



County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works DISTRIBUTION

Sheet 1 of 1
GEOTECHNICAL AND MATERIALS ENGINEERING DIVISION _1 Geologist
GEOLOGIC REVIEW SHEET __Soils Engineer
900 So. Fremont Ave., Alhambra, CA 91803 _1 GMED File
TEL. (626) 458-4925 _1 Subdivision

TENTATIVE TRACT MAP 52652 TENTATIVE MAP DATED 7/19/07 {Revision)

SUBDIVIDER Faye Estates, LLC LOCATION West Hills

ENGINEER S.E.C. Civil Engineers GRADING BY SUBDIVIDER [Y] (Y or N)

GEOLOGIST Pacific Soils Engineering REPORT DATE 2/14/07, 11/17/06,11/9/98

SOILS ENGINEER Pacific Soils Engineering REPORT DATE 2/14/07, 11/17/06,11/9/98

TENTATIVE MAP FEASIBILITY IS RECOMMENDED FOR APPROVAL FROM A GEOLOGIC STANDPOINT

THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS MUST BE FULFILLED:

1.

2pared by

The final map must be approved by the Geotechnical and Materials Engineering Division (GMED) to assure that all
geotechnical requirements have been properly depicted (for Final Map clearance guidelines refer to GS051.0 in the Manual

for Preparation of Geotechnical Reports™).

A grading plan must be geotechnically approved by the GMED prior to Final Map approval. The grading depicted on the plan
must agree with the grading depicted on the tentative tract or parcel map and the conditions approved by the Planning
Commission. If the subdivision is to be recorded prior to the completion and acceptance of grading, corrective geologic
bonds may be required. Ataminimum, the geotechnical reports will be required to provide detailed stratigraphy of the south-
facing slope, and address material strengths of the weakest lithologies considering those provided for Tract 45342,

Prior to grading plan approval a detailed engineering geology and soils engineering report must be submitted that addresses
the proposed grading. All recommendations of the geotechnical consultants must be incorporated into the plan (Refer to the

Manual for Preparation of Geotechnical Reports*).

All geologic hazards associated with this proposed development must be eliminated. Alternatively, the geologic hazards may
be designated as restricted use areas (RUA), and their boundaries delineated on the Final Map. These RUAs must be
approved by the GMED, and the subdivider must dedicate to the County the right to prohibit the erection of buildings or other
structures within the restricted use areas (refer to GS063.0 in the manual for preparation of Geotechnical Reports™).

The Soils Engineering review dated 422?0 2 is attached.

The Manual for Preparation of Geotechnical Reports is available at: hitp://dpw.lacounty.govigmed/Manual.pdf.

Reviewed by Date 8/16/07

Charles Nestle

smepub\Geology Review\Forms\Form02.doc



COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
GEOTECHNICAL AND MATERIALS ENGINEERING DIVISION

SOILS ENGINEERING REVIEW SHEET
District Office 9.1

Address: 900 S. Fremont Ave., Alhambra, CA 91803
Telephone: (626) 458-4925 Job Number LX001129
Fax: (626) 458-4913 Sheet 1 of 1
DISTRIBUTION:

_____ Drainage
Tentative Tract Map 52652 ____ Grading
Location Woodland Hills ____ Geo/Soils Central File
Developer/Owner Faye Estates, LLC ___ District Engineer
Engineer/Architect SEC Civil Engineer . ____ Geologist
Soils Engineer Pacific Soils (102637) ____Soils Engineer
Geologist Same as above ___ Engineer/Architect
Review of:

Revised Tentative Parcel Map Dated by Regional Planning 7/19/07
Geotechnical and Geologic Report Dated 2/14/07, 11/17/06, 8/18/08, 7/10/06

Geotechnical and Geologic Report by EGL Dated 11/9/98
Previous Review Sheet Dated 4/30/07

ACTION:
Tentative Map feasibility is recommended for approval, subject to conditions below:

REMARKS:
At the grading plan review stage, provide the following information and recommendations:

1. Provide additional shear strength test results to substantiate the shear strength parameters of the on-site slope materials
(sheared clay, fractures, beddings, and other weak zones) used in the stability analyses. Per County policy, stress strain
curves must be included on all shear strength test result sheets.

2. Provide additional static, seismic and surficial slope stability analyses for all slopes steeper than 2:1 gradient, based on
the 40 scale map. Also, provide a geotechnical cross section, for each section analyzed, showing the critical failure plane
used in the analyses. Indicate the various shear strength parameters used in the analyses, in the appropriate segments
of each failure plane. Show locations of the cross sections used in slope stability analyses on the geotechnical map.
Recommend mitigation if factors of safety are below County minimum standards.

3. Address the subrain requirements of fill slopes and keyways that are recommended on the upper portions of the slopes as

shown on Cross-Sections 6-6', 7-7°, 8-8', and 9-9'. Recommend and show the locations of subrains and outlets on the

plans as necessary. i
Submit two sets of grading plans to the Soils Secticn for verification of compliance with County codes and policies

NOTE(S) TO THE PLAN CHECKER/BUILDING AND SAFETY ENGINEER:

— ON-SITE SOILS ARE CORROSIVE TO CONCRETE AND FERROUS METALS.
ON-SITE SOILS HAVE A MEDIUM TO HIGH EXPANSION POTENTION.
PER THE SOILS ENGINEER, THE FOLLOWING SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED IN AREAS THAT HAVE SOILS WITH MODERATE
TO SEVERE SULFATE: (1) 5 FEET FILL CAP AT PROPOSED BUILDING AREAS, (2) STABILIZATION FILL FOR PROPOSED
CUT SLOPES, AND (3) STRUCTURAL IMPROVEMENTS FOR PROPOSED BUILDING STRUCTURES PER CBS TABLE 19-A-

4.

ocwmy

Date _8/16/07

Reviewed by

P:AYosh\52652TentTa



COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
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DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION - ROAD '
TRACT NO. 52652 (Rev.) TENTATIVE MAP DATED 07-19-2007
EXHIBIT MAP DATED 07-19-2007

The subdivision shall conform to the design standards and policies of Public Works, in
particular, but not limited to the following items:

1.

A minimum centerline curve length of 100 feet shall be maintained on all local
streets. A minimum centerline curve radius of 100 feet on all cul-de-sac streets.

Curves through intersections should be avoided when possible. If unavoidable, the
alignment shall be adjusted so that the proposed BC and EC of the curve through
the intersection are set back a minimum of 100 feet away from the BCR's of the
intersection. Reversing curves of local streets need not exceed a radius of 1,500

feet, and any curve need not exceed a radius of 3,000 feet.

Compound curves are preferred over broken-back curves. Broken-back curves
must be separated by a minimum of 200 feet of tangent (1,000 feet for multi-lane
highways). If compound curves are used, the radius of the smaller curve shall not
be less than two-thirds of the larger curve. The curve length of compound curves
shall be adjusted to exceed a minimum curve length of 100 feet, when appropriate,

in accordance with AASHTO guidelines.

The minimum centerline radius on a local street with an intersection street on the
concave side shall comply with design speeds per the Subdivision Plan Checking
Section’s “Requirements for Street Plans” and sight distances per the current

AASHTO.

The centerline of all local streets shall be aligned without creating jogs of less than
150 feet. A one-foot jog may be used where a street changes width from 60 feet to

a 58 feet right of way.

The central angles of the right of way radius returns shall not differ by more than
10 degrees on local streets.

Driveways will not be permitted within 25 feet upstream of any catch basins when
street grades exceed 6 percent.

Provide minimum landing area of 100 feet for local collectors, 50 feet for local
access roads, and 25 feet for cul-de-sacs at a maximum 3 percent grade on all “tee”

intersections to the satisfaction of Public Works.

At tee intersections involving local streets, the maximum permissible grade of the
through street across the intersection is 10 percent.



COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
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DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION - ROAD

TENTATIVE MAP DATED 07-19-2007

TRACT NO. 52652 (Rev.)
EXHIBIT MAP DATED 07-19-2007

10.
11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Provide property line return radii of 13 feet at all local street intersections.

Dedicate right of way 30 feet from centerline on Kittridge Street and Welby Way .
(plus additional right of way for a cul-de-sac bulb).

Dedicate right of way 29 feet from centerline on “A” Street (plus additional right of
way for a cul-de-sac bulb).

Permission is granted to maintain the existing right of way and the 10 feet wide
parkway along the property frontage on Randiwood Lane. '

Dedicate vehicular access right on Randiwood Lane.

Provide intersection sight distance for a design speed of 30 mph (310 feet) on
Kittridge Street from “A” Street (both directions). Line of sight shall be within right of
way or dedicate airspace easements to the satisfaction of Public Works. Additional

grading may be required. With respect to the position of the vehicle at the minor
road, the driver of the vehicle is presumed to be located 4 feet right of centerline and
10 feet back the top of curb (TC) or flow line (FL) prolongation. When looking left,
we consider the target to be located at the center of the lane nearest to the parkway
curb. We use 6 feet from TC as a conservative rule. When looking right, the target
is the center of the lane nearest to the centerline or from the median TC (when

present).
Depict all line of sight easements on the landscape and grading plans.

Close any unused driveway with standard curb, gutter, and sidewalk along the

property frontage on streets within this subdivision.

Repair any displaced, broken, or damaged curb, gutter, sidewalk, driveway apron,
and pavement along the property frontage on streets within this subdivision.

Construct curb, gutter, base, pavement, and sidewalk (5 feet wide adjacent to the
property line to match with existing sidewalk location) along the property frontage on
Kittridge Street and Welby Way. The curb and gutter shall be 20 feet from
centerline. Permission is granted to reduce the parkway width from 12 feet to 10

feet.

Construct curb, gutter, base, pavement, and sidewalk (5 feet wide adjacent to the
property line) along the property frontage on “A” Street. The curb and gutter shali be

located 17 feet from centerline.



COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
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" DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION - ROAD
TRACT NO. 52652 (Rev.)

21.

22.

23.

24,

TENTATIVE MAP DATED 07-19-2007

EXHIBIT MAP DATED 07-19-2007

Construct any parkway improvements (sidewalk, driveways, curb ramps, landings,
etc.) that either serve or form a part of a Pedestrian Access Route to meet current
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements to the satisfaction of

Public Works.

Reconstruct full-width sidewalk and curb ramp at the northwest corner of Randiwood
Lane and Kittridge Street, and at the southwest corner of Randiwood Lane and

Welby Way to the satisfaction of Public Works.

Plant street trees along the property frontage on Randiwood Avenue and all interior
streets within the tract boundaries to the satisfaction of the Public Works. |

Comply with the following street lighting requirements:

a.

iii.

Provide street lights on concrete poles with underground wiring on
Randiwood Avenue and all interior streets within the tract boundaries to the
satisfaction of Public Works. Submit street lighting plans as soon as possible
for review and approval to the Street Lighting Section of the Traffic and
Lighting Division. For additional information, please contact the Street

Lighting Section at (626) 300-4726

The proposed development, or portions thereof, are not within an existing
Lighting District. Annexation and assessment balloting are required. Upon
tentative map approval, the applicant shall comply with conditions listed
below in order for the Lighting District to pay for the future operation and
maintenance of the street lights. The Board of Supervisors must approve the
annexation and levy of assessment (should assessment balloting favor levy
of assessment) prior to filing of the final subdivision maps for each area with

the Registrar-Recorder/County Clerk.

Request the Street Lighting Section to commence annexation and levy
of assessment proceedings.

Provide business/property owner’s name(s), mailing address(es), site
address, Assessor Parcel Number(s), and Parcel Boundaries in either
Microstation or Auto CADD format of territory to be developed to the

Street Lighting Section.

Submit a map of the proposed development including any roadways
conditioned for street lights that are outside the proposed project area
to Street Lighting Section. Contact the Street Lighting Section for map
requirements and with any questions at (626) 300-4726.
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DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION - ROAD

TENTATIVE MAP DATED 07-19-2007

TRACT NO. 52652 (Rev. |
EXHIBIT MAP DATED 07-19-2007

25.

The annexation and assessment balloting process takes approximately ten to
twelve months to complete once the above information is received and
approved. Therefore, untimely compliance with the above will result in a -
delay in receiving approval of the street lighting plans or in filing the final
subdivision map for recordation. Information on the annexation and the
assessment balloting process can be obtained by contacting Street Lighting

Section at (626) 300-4726.

For acceptance of street light transfer billing, the area must be annexed into
the Lighting District and all street lights in the development, or the current
phase of the development, must be constructed according to Public Works
approved plans. The contractor shall submit one complete set of “as-built”
plans. Provide the following conditions are met, all street lights in the
development, or the current phase of the development, have been energized,
and the developer has requested a transfer of billing at least by January 1 of
the previous year, the Lighting District can assume responsibility for the
operation and maintenance of the street lights by July 1 of any given year.
The transfer of billing could be delayed one or more years if the above
conditions are not met. The Lighting District cannot pay for the operation and
maintenance of street lights on gated private and future street(s).

Underground all new utility lines to the satisfaction of the Public Works and Southern
California Edison. Please contact Construction Division at (626) 458-3129 for new

location of any above ground utility structure in the parkway.

26.
27.
28.

Install postal delivery receptacles in groups to serve two or more residential lots.

Provide and install street name signs prior to occupancy of buildings.

Prior to final map approval, enter into an agreement with the County franchised
cable TV operator (if an area is served) to permit the installation of cable in a

common utility trench to the satisfaction of Public Works; or provide documentation
that steps to provide cable TV to the proposed subdivision have been initiated to the

satisfaction of Public Works.

SMS

Prepared by John Chin

r52652r-revs.doc

Phone (626) 458-4915 Date_ 08-27-2007




COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES Page 1/1

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION - SEWER

TRACT NO. 52652 (Rev.) TENTATIVE MAP DATED 086-19-2007

The subdivision shall conform to the design standards and policies of Public Works, m
particular, but not limited to the following items:

The subdivider shall install and dedicate main line sewers and serve each lot with a
separate house lateral or have approved and bonded sewer plans on file with

Public Works.

1.

A sewer area study for the proposed subdivision (PC11955as, dated 11-20-2006)

2.
was reviewed and approved. No additional mitigation measures are required. The
approved sewer area study shall remain valid for two years after initial approval of
the tentative map. After this period of time, an update of the area study shall be
submitted by the applicant if determined to be warranted by Public Works.

3. Obtain a will serve letter from the Las Virgenes Municipal Water District for the
discharge of sewage into the sewer trunk line.

+He) ‘

Phone_(626) 458-4921 Date_08-20-2007

Prepared by Julian Garcia
tr52652s-revs.doc




COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES Page 1/1

" DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION - WATER

TRACT NO. 52652 (Rev.) TENTATIVE MAP DATED 07-19-2007

The subdivision shall conform to the design standards and policies of Public Works, in
particular, but not limited to the following item.

A water system maintained by the water purveyor, with appurtenant facilities to
serve all lots in the land division, must be provided. The system shall include fire
hydrants of the type and location (both on-site and off-site) as determined by the
Fire Department. The water mains shall be sized to accommodate the total

domestic and fire flows.

1.

There shall be filed with Public Works a statement from the water purveyor
indicating that the water system will be operated by the purveyor, and that under
normal conditions, the system will meet the requirements for the land dwnsnon and

that water service will be provided to each lot.

If needed, easements shall be granted to the County, appropriate agency or entity
for the purpose of ingress, egress, construction and maintenance of all
infrastructures constructed for this land division to the satisfaction of Public Works.

Submit landscape and irrigation plans for each open space/graded slope lot in the
land division, with landscape area greater than 2,500 square feet, in accordance

with the Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance.

Hed
Prepared by Lana Radle Phone (626) 458-4921 Date_08-20-2007

tr52652w-rev5.doc




PROJECT MITIGATION MEASURES
DUE TO ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION

Project: 98123/RENVT200600024

The Department of Regional Planming (DRP) staff has determined that the following mitigation
measures for the project are necessary in order to assure that the proposed project will not cause
significant impacts on the environment.

The permittee shall deposit the sum of $3000.00 with the Department of Regional Planning
within 30 days of permit approval in order to defray the cost of reviewing and verifying the
information contained in the reports required by the Mitigation Monitoring Program.

1. Prior to issuance of grading permits, the applicant shall submit a SCAQMD
approved fugitive dust control plan to the Department of Regional Planning. The
plan shall include the following: '

a. Trucks hauling dirt shall be covered and shall maintain at least 2 feet of
freeboard;
b. Streets shall be swept if visible soil material is carried onto adjacent public
paved roads;
c. Install wheel washers where vehicles enter and exit unpaved roads, or wash
off trucks and any equipment Jeaving the site each hip;

Apply soil stabilizers to inactive areas;

Replace groundcover in disturbed areas quickly;

Water exposed surfaces 2 times daily or as necessary; and

Appoint a construction relations officer to act as a community liaison

concerning on-site construction activities.

@ o A

2. Prior to issuance of grading permits, the applicant shall submit copies of
construction contracts that must contain provisions requiring contractors to
minimize exhaust emissions by maintaining equipment and vehicle engines in
accordance with manufacturers’ specifications and SCAQMD rules.

3. Prior to issuance of building permit, the applicant shall submit proof that a public
utility is providing electricity to the project site. The use of diesel generators is

prohibited.

4. Prior to issuance of grading permit, the applicant shall submit a traffic
construction management plan to the Departmnent of Public Works. To avoid
congestion on local streets and minimize truck idling times, the plan shall include
the following components:

a.  Use of signs and delineators identifying the presence of a construction zone;
b. Use of flagmen to control vehicle traffic and improve traffic flow;

¢. Identification of a haul route designed to avoid construction traffic on

residential streets; and

d. Linutations on truck idling.



5. Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the applicant shall have approved by the
Department of Regional Planning a planting plan for the reestablishment of
walnut woodland and coastal sage scrub habitats on site. The plan shall indicate
the acreage of areas on which each vegetation type is to be reestablished. Walnut
woodlands are to be established on site at a 1:1 ratio of restoration to impact.
Coastal sage scrub habitat is to be established on graded slopes outside of any
mandated irrigated fuel modification areas. The plan shall indicate the species to
be used in the habitat reestablishment effort and shall include species providing
both dominant and understory vegetative cover. Only locally indigenous native

species are to be used.

Prior to issuance of building permit, the applicant shall have approved by the
Department of Regional Planning a planting plan that utilizes native trees and
vegetation to screen structures viewable from parkland. ,

As a means of ensuring compliance of the above mitigation measures, the

applicant and subsequent owner(s) are responsible for submitting annual
mitigation compliance report to the DRP for review, and for replenishing the

mitigation monitoring account if necessary until such time as all mitigation
measures have been implemented and completed.

As the applicant, I agree to incorporate these mitigation measures into the project, and
ing and consideration by the Planning Commission will be on the

understand that the public h
project as mitigation measupes.
L~ )
~7 | s/ 16/e7
Applicant = Date 7

[ ] No response within 10 days. Environmental Determination requires that these
changes/conditions be included in the project.

Staff Date
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STAFF USE ONLY ' PROJECT NUMBER: 98723
CASES: TR52652
CP98123
0T98123
RENVT200600024

#% % * INITIAL STUDY * * * *

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF REGIONAL PLANNING

GENERAL INFORMATION

Staff Member: Dean Edwards
USGS Quad: Calabasas

I.A. Map Date: May 22, 2006

’ Thomas Guide: 529 C6
Location: Randiwood Lane between Welby Lane and Kittridge Street in West Hills

Description of Project: The proposed project is a request for a Hillside Management conditional use permit, oak
N 4

tree permit to remove 14 oak trees and encroach upon I oak tree and a tract map to allow twenty-five (25) single-

family lots ranging in size from 0.6 acres to 2.23 acres and one (1) 31.9 acre open space lot to include Las

Vireines Municipal Water District and homeowners recreational uses. 973,000 cubic yards of grading is proposed.

A storm drainage easement and a detention basin is proposed for the northeast portion of the property. Ingress

and egress access will be provided by Kittridge Street.

Gross Acres: 58.3 acres
Environmental Setting: The project site is located east of the Ventura County boundary, north of Victory Boulevard,

west of Valley Circle Park in the community of West Hills. The City of Los Angeles El Scorpion Park is adjacent to

the north boundary of the project site, the City of Los Angeles Knapp Ranch Park is adjacent to the south boundary

of the site and State park land (Ahmanson Ranch) is adjacent to the west boundary of the site. There are single-

family residences located east of the site across Randwood Lane which runs along the east boundary of the

property. There are several trails and an existing Las Virgenes Water easement located on the property. The slope

of the property varies from 24 percent 1o over 50 percent. The native vegetation of the site includes coastal sage

scrub, chaparral,_coast live oak woodland and southern California walnut woodland. Forty-three (43) oak trees

are located on the property. All the oak trees except three are located on the open space lot (Lot 26).

Zoning: RPD-3000-1.5U and R-1-1000

“ommunity Standards District: None

Seneral Plan: I - Low Density Residential (I 1o 6 dwelling units per acre)

~ommunity/Area wide Plan: None
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Major projects in area:

DESCRIPTION & STATUS

PROJECT NUMBER
There are no Los Angeles County projects near the project site.

NOTE: For EIRs, above projects are not sufficient for cumulative analysis.

REVIEWING AGENCIES

Responsible Agencies

[ ] Coastal Commission

[] None
Los Angeles Region Water Quality Control Board  [_] Army Corps of Engineers
]

[] Lahontan Region Water Quality Control Board

Trustee Agencies
[X] State Parks

[ ] None
]

[X] State Fish and Game

Special Reviewing Agencies
[] High School District

[X] City of Los Angeles

X State Parks San Ynez (Chumash) Tribal Council

[] National Forest County of Ventura

[ ] Edwards Air Force Base X Las Virgenes Municipal Water District
[X] Las Virgenes Unified School District

[X] Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy
[X] Gabrieleno Tribal Council

Regional Significance
[ ] Water Resources

[] Santa Monica Mountains Area

[

[ ] None

"] SCAG Criteria
[] Air Quality

County Reviewing Agencies
[] Sheriff Department

Fire Department Forestry Division

[X] Subdivision Committee

[] DPW:
Sanitation District ]
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ANALYSIS SUMMARY (See individual pages for details)
Less than Significant Impact/No Impact
IMPACT ANALYSIS MATRIX ' Less thangrsligniﬁcant Ixipact with Pfoject Mitigation
Potentially Significant Impact
CATEGORY FACTOR Pg ' Potential Concern
1. Geotechnical 5 | | X| ]| Landslide and liquefaction zones
2. Flood 6 LI L] |
HAZARDS 3. Fire 7 [ ] [ 1| Very high fire hazard area
4. Noise 8 | XL
1. Water Quality 9 X O L
2. Air Quality 10 |]IKX 11| Construction impacts
. | Sensitive habitat, oak trees, sensitive
3. Biota , | O X0 species & wildlife corridor
RESOURCES 4. Cultural Resources 12 [ ] ﬁ’;;ir:’t:?l cultural artifacts or burial
5. Mineral Resources 13 CI L]
6. Agriculture Resources | 14 X1 ] BN
7. Visual Qualities 15 | [ X L] Traiis
1. Traffic/Access 16 || O
2. Sewage Disposal 17 | X
SERVICES 3. Education 18 | X L
4. Fire/Sheniff 19 | []| XI| ]| Distance to fire station
5. Utilities 20 L0
1. General 21 (X L)
2. Environmental Safety {22 |[X]| ]| ]
OTHER 3. Land Use 23 [ XL
4. Pop/Hous./Emp./Rec. |24 |X| ]| []
5. Mandatory Findings 25 | []| X| 1| Sensitive habitat & sensitive species

DEVELOPMENT MONITORING SYSTEM (DMS)
As required by the Los Angeles County General Plan, DMS* shall be employed in the Initial Study phase of the
environmental review procedure as prescribed by state law.

Urban Expansion
Is the project located in the Antelope Valley, East San Gabriel Valley, Malibu/Santa

Monica Mountains or Santa Clarita Valley planning area?
Is the project at urban density and located within, or proposes a plan amendment to, an

1. Development Policy Map Designation:
2. [JYes XINo

U2

Yes [ | No

urban expansion designation?

If both of the above questions are answered "yes", the project is subject to a County DMS analysis.

| Check if DMS printout generated (attached)

Date of printout:

] Check if DMS overview worksheet completed (attached)

EIRs and/or staff reports shall utilize the most current DMS information available.

/6/07




ENVIRONMENTAL FINDING

FINAL DETERMINATION: On the basis of this Initial Study, the Department of Regional Planning

finds that this project qualifies for the following environmental document:.

[] NEGATIVE DECLARATION, inasmuch as the proposed project will not have a significant effect on the

environment.

An Initial Study was prepared on this project in compliance with the State CEQA Guidelines and the
environmental reporting procedures of the County of Los Angeles. It was determined that this project will not
exceed the established threshold criteria for any environmental/service factor and, as a result, will not have a

significant effect on the physical environment.

MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION, in as much as the changes required for the project will reduce
impacts to insignificant levels (see attached discussion and/or conditions).

An Initial Study was prepared on this project in compliance with the State CEQA Guidelines and the
environmental reporting procedures of the County of Los Angeles. It was originally determined that the
proposed project may exceed established threshold criteria. The applicant has agreed to modification of the
project so that it can now be determined that the project will not have a significant effect on the physical
environment. The modification to mitigate this impact(s) is identified on the Project Changes/Conditions Form

included as part of this Initial Study.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT*, inasmuch as there is substantial evidence that the project may have
a significant impact due to factors listed above as “significant”.

[] Atleast one factor has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to legal standards, and
has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on the attached
sheets (see attached Form DRP/IA 101). The Addendum EIR is required to analyze only the factors

changed or not previously addressed.

eviewed by: Dean Ea’ward:-\tﬂ\ (_< Date: ( /La A)__/?
= 7

pproved by: _Paul McCarthy ) //’f};{://ﬁ,

] .’7/
Date: s “g -e7

4

] This proposed project is exempt from Fish and Gamé‘CEQA filling fees. There is no substantial evidence that

the proposed project will have potential for an adverse effect on wildlife or the habitat upon which the wildlife

depends. (Fish & Game Code 753.5).

| Determination appealed — see attached sheet.

OTE: Findings for Environmental Impact Reports will be prepared as a separate document following the public hearing on the project.

©/6107



HAZARDS - 1. Geotechnical

SETTING/IMPACTS

Maybe

N Is the project located in an active or potentially active fault zone, Seismic Hazards Zone,
or Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone?

Source: The California Geological Survey.
[[]  Is the project site located in an area containing a major landslide(s)?

Source: General Plan Plate 5.
[[]  1Is the project site located in an area having high slope instability?
The project site is located in a landslide zone. Source: The California Geological

Survey. 4
Is the project site subject to high subsidence, high groundwater level, liquefaction, or

L] hydrocompaction?
There is a liguefaction zone located on the open space lot (Lot 26). Sources: General
Plan Plate 3 & California Department of Conservation Division of Mines and Geology.
Is the proposed project considered a sensitive use (school, hospital, public assembly site)

[ located in close proximity to a significant geotechnical hazard?

The proposed use is residential.
Will the project entail substantial grading and/or alteration of topography including

[ slopes of over 25%?

975,000 cubic yards of grading is proposed.
Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of Uniform

[ Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property?

¢

D Other factors?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS

[X] Building Code, Title 26 - Sections 110.2, 111 & 113
(Geotechnical Hazards, Engineering Geology and Soils Engineering Report, Earthquake Fault)

—] MITIGATION MEASURES OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

] Lot Size D Project Design [X] Approval of Geotechnical Report by DPW

"ONCLUSION

‘onsidering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)
n, or be impacted by, geotechnical factors?

:] Potentially significant D Less than significant with project mitigation & Less than significant/No Impact

5 6/6/07



HAZARDS - 2. Flood

SETT I‘NG/IMPACTS
" s No Maybe

¢ ] Is the major drainage course, as identified on USGS quad sheets by a dashed line,
located on the project site?

Is the project site located within or does it contain a floodway, floodplain, or -
designated flood hazard zone?

Source: Federal Emergency Management Agency.

Could the project contribute or be subject to high erosion and debris deposition from

- run-off?

L]

X []  Isthe project site located in or subject to high mudflow conditions?
L]
L]

Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area?
Grading and the proposed storm drain will alter the existing drainage pattern of the

site.
[[] [  Other factors (e.g., dam failure)?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS

[] Building Code, Title 26 — Section 110.1 (Flood Hazard)
[ ] Health and Safety Code, Title 11 — Chapter 11.60 (F loodways)

[] MITIGATION MEASURES X OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

[J Lot Size [ ] Project Design Approval of Drainage Concept by DPW

CONCLUSION
Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)
»n, or be impacted by flood (hydrological) factors?

D Potentially significant D Less than significant with project mitigation [X] Less than significant/No Impact

6/6/07



HAZARDS - 3. Fire

SETTING/IMPACTS
Is the project site located in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (Fire Zone 4)?

Source: Los Angeles County Fire Department.
Is the project site in a high fire hazard area and served by inadequate access due to

N
D X lengths, width, surface materials, turnarounds or grade?
The project is in a high fire hazard area. The Fire Department will determine access

adequacy.
Does the project site have more than 75 dwelling units on a single access in a high fire

N
X D hazard area?

Twenty-five residences are proposed.
Is the project site located in an area having inadequate water and pressure to meet fire

N
X D flow standards?

The Fire Department will determine water pressure adequacy.
Is the project located in close proximity to potential dangerous fire hazard

N

X o conditions/uses (such as refineries, flammables, explosives manufacturing)?
The project site is surrounded by parks and residences.

X [] Does the proposed use constitute a potentially dangerous fire hazard?

[]  Other factors?

U

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS

[X] Utilities Code, Title 20 — Section 20.16.060 (Fire Flow & Fire Hydrants Requirements)
Fire Code, Title 32 — Sections 902.2.1 & 902.2.2.1 (Access & Dimensions)
[X] Fire Code, Title 32 — Sections 1117.2.1 (Fuel Modification Plan, Landscape Plan & Irrigation Plan)

[X] MITIGATION MEASURES [] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

[ ] Project Design [ ] Compatible Use

CONCLUSION
Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)

»n, or be impacted by fire hazard factors?

D Potentially significant D Less than significant with project mitigation & Less than significant/No Impact
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HAZARDS - 4. Noise

SETTING/IMPACTS

t

No Maybe
Is the project site located near a high noise source (airports, railroads, freeways,

] O industry)?

¢ ' [] Is the proposed use considered sensitive (school, hospital, senior citizen facility) or are
’ there other sensitive uses in close proximity? |

The proposed use is residential.
Could the project substantially increase ambient noise levels including those associated

X [[]  with special equipment (such as amplified sound systems) or parking areas associated
with the project?

4 D Would the project result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise
£ levels in the project vicinity above levels without the project?

[0 [0  Other factors?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS

[X] Environmental Protection Code, Title 12 — Chapter 12.08 (Noise Control)
[ ] Building Code, Title 26 - Sections 1208 A (Interior Environment — Noise)

] MITIGATION MEASURES [] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

_ ] Lot Size [] Project Design [] Compatible Use

"ONCLUSION
“onsidering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)

n, or be adversely impacted by noise?

D Potentially significant D Less than significant with project mitigation Less than significant/No Impact
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RESOURCES - 1. Water Quality

SETTING/IMPACTS

Is the project site located in an area having known water quality problems and proposing
the use of individual water wells?

The project proposes the use of the public water system.
Will the proposed project require the use of a private sewage disposal system?

The project proposes connecting to the public sewer system.
If the answer is yes, is the project site located in an area having known septic tank

limitations due to high groundwater or other geotechnical limitations or is the project
proposing on-site systems located in close proximity to a drainage course?

Could the project’s associated construction activities significantly impact the quality of
groundwater and/or storm water runoff to the storm water conveyance system and/or

receiving water bodies?

NPDES requirements ,

Could the project’s post-development activities potentially degrade the quality of storm
water runoff and/or could post-development non-storm water discharges contribute
potential pollutants to the storm water conveyance system and/or receiving bodies?

NPDES requirments
Other factors?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS

[[] Health & Safety Code, Title11 — Chapter 11.38 (Water & Sewers)
[X] Environmental Protection,Title 12 — Chapter 12.80 (Storm-water & Runoff Pollution Control)
X] Plumbing Code, Title 28 — Chapter 7; Appendices G(a), J] & K (Sewers & Septic Systems)

[] MITIGATION MEASURES [X] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

] Lot Size [] Project Design [] Compatible Use [] Septic Feasibility Study
] Industrial Waste Permit [X] National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit

"ONCLUSION
“onsidering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)
n, or be adversely impacted by, water quality problems?

_F] Potentially significant D Less than significant with project mitigation @ Less than significant/No Impact
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RESOURCES - 2. Air Quality

SETTING/IMPACTS

No  Maybe
Will the proposed project exceed the State’s criteria for regional significance (generally (a) 500
D X dwelling units for residential users or (b) 40 gross acres, 650,000 square feet of floor area or

PaN
1,000 employees for non-residential uses)?

Construction activity may impact the region’s air quality.
Is the proposal considered a sensitive use (schools, hospitals, parks) and located near a freeway or

= 0 heavy industrial use?

5 D Will the project increase local emissions to a significant extent due to increased traffic congestion
— or use of a parking structure or exceed AQMD thresholds of potential significance?
Nearly 1,000,000 cubic yards of grading is proposed. With control measures in place, the
project’s impact to the region’s air quality is less than significant. Source: Air Quality Report

12/27/06 page 3.
Will the project generate or is the site in close proximity to sources that create obnoxious odors,

dust, and/or hazardous emissions?

=
O

D Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?

X

Would the project violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation?

X
]

Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for
X ] which the project region is non-attainment under applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard (including releasing emission which would exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone

precursors)?

X D Other factors?

sSTANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS
_] State of California Health and Safety Code — Section 40506 (Air Quality Management District Permit)

[[] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

K] MITIGATION MEASURES
X Air Quality Report

“] Project Design
pplicant must implement all control measures identified on page 2 of the air quality report.

'‘ONCLUSION
onsidering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)

1, or be adversely impacted by, air quality?

:] Potentially significant Less than significant with project mitigation D Less than significant/No Impact
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. RESOURCES - 3. Biota

SETTING/IMPACTS

~ No Maybe

u 0 Is the project site located within Significant Ecological Area (SEA), SEA Buffer, or coastal
Sensitive Environmental Resource (ESHA, etc.), or is the site relatively undisturbed and natural?
The project site is not located in a SEA or ESHA although it is relatively undzsturbed Sources:

General Plan & Malibu Land Use Plan.
Will grading, fire clearance, or flood related improvements remove substantial natural habitat

D D areas?

Grading will remove natural habitat.
Is a drainage course located on the project site that is depicted on USGS quad sheets by a dashed

X [ blue line or that may contain a bed, channel, or bank of any perennial, intermittent or ephemeral
river, stream, or lake?

Does the project site contain a major riparian or other sensitive habitat (e.g. coastal sage scrub,

[ L oak woodland, sycamore riparian, woodland, wetland, etc.)?
Coastal sage scrub, coast live oak woodland & Southern California walnut woodland are

located on the project site. Source: Updated Biological Resources Impact Assessment

(Envicom 05/30/06 pages 1-6).
Does the project site contain oak or other unique native trees (specify kinds of trees)?

There are 43 oak trees located on the project site. The project proposes the rem'oval of 14 trees

and the encroachment upon 1 tree. Source: Oak Tree Report (Trees Etc 06/22/06). The

project site also contains Southern California walnut woodland.
Is the project site habitat for any known sensitive species (federal or state listed endangered,

[ [ etc.)?

Cooper’s hawk, Nuttall’s woodpecker, oak titmouse, California thrasher, Southern California
rufous-crowned sparrow & lark sparrow. Source: Updated Biological Resources Impact

Assessment (Envicom 05/30/06 page 12).

] ] Other factors (e.g., wildlife corridor, adjacent open space linkage)?
The project site is part of an area that is an important linkage for many classes of animals
including the migratory birds berween the Santa Monica Mountains and coastal areas and the
project site and the Santa Susana Mountains. Source: Updated Biological Resources Impact
Assessment (Envicom 05/30/06 pages 10 & 11).

[[] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

MITIGATION MEASURES

[] Project Design [X] Oak Tree Permit

[] Lot Size
"] ERB/SEATAC Review (Biota Report required) [[] Biological Constraints Analysis

yee page 26 for mitigation measures.
t is recommended that the following conditions be placed on the project. Disallow tennis court lighting. Require street lights

0 be shielded and directed away from open space/park areas. Street light intensity and street pole height shall be the lowest
llowable by the Department of Public Works Traffic and Lighting Division.

"ONCLUSION
onsidering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively) on, biotic

>sources?
_—J Potentially significant iZ Less than significant with project mitigation D Less than significant/No Impact

1 /6107



RESOURCES - 4 Archaeological/Historical/Paleontologica]

SETTIN G/IMPACTS
' Maybe

[]

Is the project site in or near an area containing known archaeological Tesources or
containing features (drainage course, spring, knoll, rock outcroppings, or oak trees) that

indicate potential archaeological sensitivity?

Oak trees
Does the project site contain rock formations indicating potential paleontological

D resources?

[[] Does the project site contain known historic structures or sites?

There are no structures located on the project site.
Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical or

[ archaeological resource as defined in 15064.57

] Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site
or unique geologic feature? o

[[]  Other factors?

MITIGATION MEASURES [[] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

[] Lot Size [] Project Design

[] Cultural Resources Records Search (Quick Check) [X] Phase 1 Archaeology Report

Native American Heritage Commission Sacred Land Files Search

The Phase 1 Archeology Report (ERA 12/23/82 page 10) concluded that no cultural resources are present and
recommends that in the event that human burials or artifacts are uncovered the construction work should stop until

a qualified archeologist assesses the situation.

CONCLUSION
Considering the above information, could the project leave a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)

on archaeological, historical, or paleontological resources?

D Potentially significant Less than significant with project mitigation D Less than significant/No Impact
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RESQURCES - 5, Mineral Resources

SETTING/IMPACTS

Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource
that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state?

The project site is not located in a Mineral Recovery Zone. Source: General
Plan Special Management Areas map. \

Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral -
resource discovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other

land use plan?
The project site is not located in a Mineral Recovery Zone. Source: General

Plan Special Management Areas map.

Other factors?

] MITIGATION MEASURES [] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

[]Lot Size [] Project Design

CONCLUSION
Considering the above information, could the project leave a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)

on mineral resources?

D Less than significant with project mitigation x Less than significant/No Impact
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RESOURCES - 6. Agriculture Resourcés

SETTING/IMPACTS
No Maybe

‘Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
< O] Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency to non-

agricultural use?

< n ‘Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
contract?

The project site is zoned RPD-3000-1.5U and R-1-1000.
Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment that due to their

X [ location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use?

[ [  Other factors?

[] MITIGATION MEASURES [[] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

[] Lot Size [] Project Design

CONCLUSION
Considering the above information, could the project leave a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)

on agriculture resources?

D Less than significant with project mitigation E} Less than significant/No Impact
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RESOURCES - 7. Visual Qualities

Is the project site substantially visible from or will it obstruct views along a scenic
highway (as shown on the Scenic Highway Element), or is it located within a scenic
corridor or will it otherwise impact the viewshed?

Is the project substantially visible from or will it obstruct views from a regional riding or

hiking trail?
There are several trails located on and around the project site. The Rim of the Valley

Trail is located 248 feet north or project site.
~ Is the project site located in an undeveloped or undisturbed area that contains unique

aesthetic features?

Is the proposed use out-of-character in comparison to adjacent uses because of height,

bulk, or other features?
The project is out of character with adjacent park land that is located south, west and

north or the project site. An open space lot (Lot 26) is proposed for the northwest
portion of the subject property.
Is the project likely to create substantial sun shadow, light or glare problems?

Other factors (e.g., grading or landform alteration)?

Landform alteration in northeast.

MITIGATION MEASURES [] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

[] Project Design Visual Report [] Compatible Use

[ ] Lot Size

Structures must be screened from park land by native trees and vegetation.

CONCLUSION
~onsidering the above information, could the project leave a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)

m scenic qualities?

D Potentially significant Less than significant with project mitigation [] Less than significant/No Impact
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[[] MITIGATION MEASURES
- [[] Traffic Report

[[] Project Design

SERVICES - 1. Traffic/Access

Does the project contain 25 dwelling units or more and is it Jocated in an area with

known congestion problems (roadway or intersections)?
25 residences are proposed. The intersections of Valley Circle/Vanowen, Valley

Circle/Kittridge and Valley Circle/Victory had a LOS of B or higher in 1998. Source:
Randiwood Lane Residential Development Traffic impact Analysis (Parsons Brickerhoff

Quade & Douglas 10/27/98 page 7)

Will the project result in any hazardous traffic conditions?

Will the project result in parking problems with a subsequent impact on traffic

conditions?

Will inadequate access during an emergency (other than fire hazards) result in problems
for emergency vehicles or residents/employees in the area?

Will the congestion management program (CMP) Transportation Impact Analysis
thresholds of 50 peak hour vehicles added by project traffic to a CMP highway system
intersection or 150 peak hour trips added by project traffic to a mainline freeway link be

exceeded?

Would the project conflict with adopted policies, plans, or program supporting
alternative transportation (e.g., bus, turnouts, bicycle racks)?

Other factors?

[[] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

Consultation with DPW Traffic & Lighting Division

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project leave a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)

sn traffic/access factors?

D Potentially significant

D Less than significant with project mitigation EZ‘ Less than significant/No Impact
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SERVICES - 2. Sewage Disposal

SETTING/IMPACTS

If served by a community sewage system, could the project create capacity problems at
the treatment plant?

Could the project create capacity problems in the sewer lines serving the project site?

Other factors?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS

[[] Utilities Code, Title 20 — Division 2 (Sanitary Sewers and Industrial Waste)
X Plumbing Code, Title 28 — Chapter 7 (Sanitary Drainage)
X California Health Safety Code — Section 5474 (Sewer connection mitigation fee)

[] MITIGATION MEASURES [ ] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

CONCLUSION
Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively) on
the physical environment due to sewage disposal facilities?

D Less than significant with project mitigation IZ Less than significant/No Impact
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SERVICES - 3. Education

SETTIN G/IMPACTS
: No Maybe
[] X Could the project create capacity problems at the district level?

The middle and high schools in the Las Virgenes Unified School District are above
capacity and unable to accept new students. Source: LVUSD letter 3/27/07. The

School Facilities Fee will mitigate impact.
Could the project create capacity problems at individual schools that will serve the

N
Ll X project site?
The middle and high schools in the Las Virgenes Unified School District are above

capacity and unable to accept new students. Source: LVUSD letter 3/27/07. The
School Facilities Fee will mitigate impact.
4 [] Could the project create student transportation problems?

- Could the project create substantial library impacts due to increased population and
i L demand?

¢

[J [  Other factors?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS

[X] State of California Government Code — Section 53080 (School Facilities Fee)
[X| Planning & Zoning Code, Title 22 - Chapter 22.72 (Library Facilities Mitigation Fee)

[ ] MITIGATION MEASURES [] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

"] Site Dedication

~ondition project to require applicant to pay School Facilities Fee.

CONCLUSION
“onsidering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)
elative to educational facilities/services?

D Poteﬁt;‘aliy significant D Less than significant with project mitigation Z} Less than significant/No Impact

18 6/6/07



SERVICES - 4. Fire/Sheriff Services

SETTING/IMPACTS

o

No Maybe
Could the project create staffing or response time problems at the fire station or sheriff’s

L] X : . SR
substation serving the project site?
The project site is served by Fire Station 68 which is located 4.29 miles away and by the

Malibu / Lost Hills Sheriff’s Station which is located 8.15 miles away.
Are there any special fire or law enforcement problems associated with the project or the

X L general area?

[] [  Other factors?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS

[X] Revenue & Finance Code, Title 4 — Chapter 4.92 (Fire Protection Facilities Fee)

MITIGATION MEASURES [] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

Applicant must pay fire protection facilities fee to offset any new fire protection services that are required to serve

the project.

CONCLUSION
Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)

relative to fire/sheriff services?

Less than significant with project mitigation D Less than significant/No Impact
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SERYICES - 5. Utilities/Other Services

SETTING/IMPACTS
 No Maybe

] Is the project site in an area known to have an inadequate public water supply to meet
— domestic needs or to have an inadequate ground water supply and proposes water wells?
The use of public water service is proposed. Las Virgenes Water District has an
available pump station site that was not used for another project. Source: LVWD letter

3/27/07.
Is the project site in an area known to have an inadequate water supply and/or pressure to

X O meet fire fighting needs?

Could the project create problems with providing utility services, such as electricity, gas,

X u or propane?

<] [] Are there any other known service problem areas (e.g., solid waste)?

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant

X [ environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or
other performance objectives for any of the public services or facilities (e.g., fire
protection, police protection, schools, parks, roads)?

[0 [  Other factors?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS

[] Plumbing Code, Title 28 — Chapters 3, 6 & 12
[] Utilities Code, Title 20 — Divisions 1, 4 & 4a (Water, Solid Waste, Garbage Disposal Districts)

[] MITIGATION MEASURES [[] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

:] Lot Size D Project Design Water Purveyor Will-serve Letter

“ONCLUSION
“onsidering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)

elative to utilities services?

D Potentially significant D Less than significant with project mitigation X] Less than significant/No Impact
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OTHER FACTORS - 1. General

SETTING/IMPACTS

No Maybe
X [[]  Will the project result in an inefficient use of energy resources?

Will the project result in a major change in the patterns, scale, or character of the general

X
L]

area or community?

Will the project result in a significant reduction in the amount of agricultural land?

X
O

Other factors?

L
U

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS

California State Administrative Code, Title 24, Part 5, T-20 (Energy Conservation)

[[] MITIGATION MEASURES [] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

[J Lot Size [] Project Design [} Compatible Use

CONCLUSION
Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively) on
he physical environment due to any of the above factors?

D Potenhally s:gmﬁcant [JLess than significant with project mitigation [X] Less than significant/No Impact
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SETTING/IMPACTS

<

X

X

] MITIGATION MEASURES

] Toxic Clean-up Plan

OTHER FACTORS - 2. Environmental Safety

Are any hazardous materials used, transported, prdduced, handled, or stored on-site?

Are any pressurized tanks to be used or any hazardous wastes stored on-site?
There are no tanks proposed for the project site.

Are any residential units, schools, or hospitals located within 500 feet and potentially

adversely affected?
Residences are located within 500 feet of the project site but they should not be

adversely affected by the project.

Have there been previous uses that indicate residual soil toxicity of the site or is the site
Jocated within two miles downstream of a known groundwater contamination source

within the same watershed?

Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment involving
the accidental release of hazardous materials into the environment?

Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous materials, substances,
or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? ,

Would the project be located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous materials
sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would

create a significant hazard to the public or environment?

Would the project result in a safety hazard for people in a project area located within an
airport land use plan, within two miles of a public or public use airport, or within the

vicinity of a private airstrip?

Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere wnh an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

Other factors?

[] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

"ONCLUSION

onsiderine the above information, could the project have a significant impact relative to public safety?

] Potentially significant

D Less than significant with project mitigation Less than significant/No Impact

22 6/6/07



SETTING/IMPACTS

No

X

0OX KX

X

O

[[] MITIGATION MEASURES

Maybe

[

O 0O ooo

OTHER FACTORS - 3. Land Use

Can the project be found to be inconsistent with the plan designation(s) of the subject

property?
The land use designation for the project site is Low Density Residential (1 to 6 dwelling

units per acre). The project proposes 25 residences on 58.3 acres or 0.42 dwelling

units per acre.
Can the project be found to be inconsistent with the zoning designation of the subject

property?
The project site is zoned RPD-3000-1.5U and R-1-1000. The single-family lots are

located mostly in the R-1-1000 zone which has a minimum lot size of 1,000 square feet.
The smallest proposed lot is 26,680.30 square feet.

Can the project be found to be inconsistent with the following applicable land use
criteria: .
Hillside Management Criteria?

SEA Conformance Criteria?

Other?

Would the project physically divide an established community?

Other factors?

[[] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively) on

the physical environment due to land use factors?

D Potentially significant

D Less than significant with project mitigation Less than significant/No Impact
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OTHER FACTORS - 4. Population/Housing/Emplovment/Recreation

SETTING/IMPACTS

Could the project cumulatively exceed official regional or local population projections?

Could the project induce substantial direct or indirect growth in an area (e.g., through
projects in an undeveloped area or extension of major infrastructure)?

Could the project displace existing housing, especially affordable housing?

The proposed project will increase the local housing stock by 235 residences.
Could the project result in substantial job/housing imbalance or substantial increase in

Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)?

¢

Could the project require new or expanded recreational facilities for future residents?

Would the project displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction
of replacement housing elsewhere?

The project site is vacant.
Other factors?

"] MITIGATION MEASURES [[] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

"ONCLUSION

onsidering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively) on
e physical environment due to population, housing, employment, or recreational factors?

j Potentially significant D Less than significant with project mitigation E} Less than significant/No Impact
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MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Based on this Initial Study, the following findings are made:

Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant
or animal, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or

prehistory?

Wildlife habitat & sensitive species !

Does the project have possible environmental effects that are individually limited but
cumulatively considerable? "Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental
effects of an individual project are considerable when viewed in connection with the
effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable

future projects.

Will the environmental effects of the project cause substantial adverse effects on human
beings, either directly or indirectly?

Air Quality

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively) on

the environment?

BPotennaHysxgmﬁcam Less than significant with project mitigation [ Less than significant/No Impact
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BURDEN OF PROOF

REVISED JULY 18, 2007

Development within RPD Zone; SEC. 22.20.460(b)

The proposed project has 25 Residential Lots, plus 1 Public Facility Lot (Lot 26), 1
Open-space Lot (Lot 27), 1 Recreation Lot (Lot 28) and 1 Water Tank Lot (Lot 29).

The proposed project is located partially within the RPD 30,000-1.5 U and partially
within R1-10, 000. As a result we are able to provide the residential amenities and a
well-planned imaginative design, which is sufficiently unique from the surrounding
developments. This project will have a twenty-six acre open space lot, which will
provide hiking, and other amenities to the residence at the proposed development. The
subject property is surrounded by parkland. There is a City of Los Angeles Park on the
North and South side of the property, and on the West is the Ahmanson Ranch State Park.
Existing trails within the open space lot would provide a connection between this
property and the Ahmanson Ranch State Park to the West and the City Park to the North.
As a result, the future homeowners within this project would be able to enjoy hiking and
jogging through hundreds of acres of open space. Additionally, there will be a tennis
pavilion located on a 3.8 acre Recreational Lot, which can provide additional recreational

amenities to the future homeowners.

This project has also been designed to reduce development problems within the hillside
area by locating the future home sites in the Southeasterly portion of the property, which
will be located away from the steeper and more inaccessible portions of the property.

The natural scenic beauty of the Northwest portion of the property, which ties to both a
City Park and State Park, will be preserved by this development.

By developing the Home Sites in the Southeast portion of the property they will be
located in an area that would provide good safety and convenience to the homeowners by
developing home sites that are away from open brush land and have good access through

the proposed street system.

The proposed project will protect property values and the general welfare of the
surrounding community. Due to the size of the lots, this development will provide for
much more expensive homes within the existing community. The location of the
development will give added fire protection to the surrounding community. The
proposed project with its natural open-space and recreational lot will provide amenities

that are superior to a standard R-1 development.

This project will provide a Northerly extension of the community that was partially
completed many years ago and will complete the development in this area. The subject
property was partially graded with stub streets entering but not completed. Additionally,
the existing water system within this community is deficient in pressure do to the lack of
a water storage tank at the higher elevations of this property. This development will

F-Historvo ™18 01 Fave Estates LLC 2 Planning 2-18 Tentative Map HILLSIDE MANAGEMENT
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provide that storage tank along with a pump system that will increase water pressure not
only for this development but also for the surrounding community.

The RPD zone is identified as 1.5 U. The property is being developed at approximately
0.43 Units to the acre, and therefore is considerably less dense then allowed under the

existing zoning.

There is an open-space lot within the project, which is 26.47 acres or approximately 45%
of the total net area of the common ownership, which far exceeds the required 30%.

This project contains common open-space developed for recreational purposes, Lot No.
27, the open-space lot. Areas of scenic and natural beauty again Lot No. 27, the open-
space lot, proposed recreational areas within the development Lot No. 28 the recreation
lot, to be developed with 4 tennis courts, the open-space lot provides hiking, riding and
bike trails. Landscaping within the project can easily exceed the standard highway

minimum requirements.

Our building envelopes are designed in order to make sure that the buildings do not
occupy more than 50% of the net area of the property.

The subject property will be served by utilities as follows:
e Sanitary Sewers - will be served from the Las Virgenes Municipal Water District.

e Water - will be served from the Las Virgenes Municipal Water District, as stated
above an upgrade in the Water System is proposed for this project.

e Power - will be served from California Edison.
e The School District - is the Las Virgenes Unified School District.

e All Utilities and Public Services — are available in the adjacent community and
are adequate to serve the project except for Water, which stated above, will be

upgraded as part of this project.

All graded slopes will be attractively landscaped, the open-space lot will remain in it’s
natural condition except -for fuel modification requirements as specified by the Los

Angeles County Fire Department.

The open-space lot within the subdivision and the recreational lot within the subdivision
will be owned and maintained by a Homeowners Association, which would be formed

including every lot owner within the subdivision.
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Oak Tree 98-123 to remove 14 Oak Trees

Burden Of Proof Section 22.56.2100

1.

3ai.

3aii.

3b.

The remaining 29 Oak Trees with the exception of one are well out of the
area to be graded. The one Oak Tree which is close to the grading area
will need some minor clearance pruning for the construction within it's drip
line. All trees to be saved will be protected, fenced off with bright colored
fencing in order to keep construction equipment away from these trees.

The removal of these Oak Trees will not adversely affect soil erosion.
There is a fill slope, which will be constructed on the Northerly portion of
the property that will affect some of the trees that are to be removed. The
fill slope will be designed with appropriate drainage structures in accord
with L.A. County Standards. Four other trees fall near the center of the
subdivision where the project will be completely re-graded and water will
be directed to the public street in accordance with L.A. County Standards.

An alternative development design that would save the Oak Trees, which
are scheduled to be removed on the Northerly portion of the project, would
be almost impossible to allow development of the property in a safe
condition. There is an old fill slope, which needs to be reconstructed.
Some of the Oak Trees fall along the edges of that slope and there is a
public facilities Lot which serves as a detention basin that falls within the
area of these Oak Trees. This would make it impossible to save the
existing Oak Trees. The Oak Trees near the center of the project fall
within the area where the project requires more than 30-feet of cut or fill

material from the Oak Tree base.

The existing location of the Oak Trees would preclude the development of
street circulation system as required by the County and would preclude
the construction of a detention basin and the re-grading of an old fill as
would also be required by the County in order to develop this property.

Oak Trees within the project, due to the elevation and iocation would
preciude the street pattern, which provides circulation through the sub-

division.
The proposed removal of 14 Oak Trees would not be contrary, or in
substantial conflict. with the intent and purpose of the Oak Tree Permit

procedure. 29 Oak Trees on the subject property will be saved on an
open space lot, so they can remain in their natural habitat without

interfering with the development of the subdivision.
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Rhoda Novak

From: Rhoda Novak [rhoda@johninovak.com]

Sent: Wednesday, September 12, 2007 5:44 AM
To: dkress@planning.lacounty.org AR B
Subject: Issues to be discussed with commicioners about the hearing on tract 52652

Donald,

Thank you so much for your help. I'm documenting my concerns since | may not be able to attend the hearing to
build 25 new homes on Randiwood Lane in West Hills.

I've lived at 6736 Randiwood Lane since 1969 and have seen several large fires and other smaller ones. Since
our tract has Kittridge as the soie access, we have had significant problems during fires. Many of the families on
Randiwood have three or more cars, vans or RVs, some of which are parked on either side of the street.

During the large fires, we've had many strangers come to view the fire, sometimes parking on Randiwood and
blocking our driveways or other times parking on Kittridge and walking through Knapp Ranch part to get closer to
the fire. I've had people ring my door bell and ask if they can help me carry out my valuables.

When we have large fire trucks lining Randiwood plus police and fire chiefs driving back and forth, the congestion
is heavy on Randiwood. Factor into this the number of cars that are on the street due to people at work and
strangers watching the fire, we have had major problems with getting out of the fract.

Also, the first fire vehicles to arrive are often LA City from the Platt station, several blocks away. We have
helicopters landing to refill near Randiwood and Welby way, which also attracts the fire watchers and potential

thieves.

During the large fire in 1972, we had to pull our cars into the street to be sure that we could get out of our
driveway. In more recent fires, we've had so many strangers that | once had to call the Sheriff's office to get them
to clear the tourists so we could leave our home.

Another concern is the exceptionally low water pressure of the four homes on Randiwood. Our homes were the
last to be sold and the county required that we have pressure pumps in our garage. We were told that if they built
across the street, they would correct our water pressure issues, in addition to providing adequate pressure to the

new homes.

When we bought our home as first owners, we signed a paper that said we had expansive soil. I'm concerned
that the new tract may disrupt the soil stability and or pose a waler runofi risk fo our neighborhood.

Also, the owners have failed to maintain the inexpensive wire fence that they were required to build to deter
people from going into the hills, doing drug deals, inadvertently setting fires and other issues. There is substantial
trash behind their fence and it the wires are broken in several places. Their lack of concern for our neighborhood
increases my concern that the empty side Randiwood will become a dumping ground and that the new homes will
remove their responsibilities to maintaining the portion of their property next to our home.

It should be a matter of public record that the owners or previous owners have been late or unable to have their
property plowed in a timely manner to lower our fire risk. It isn’t clear how or if they will gate off their new homes,
but | have concern that the view from my home will be degraded and that the dumping of beer bottles, cigarette
boxes, fast food containers and be made worse. Whatever the outcome of this hearing, the owners should be
required to properly maintain and fence their property in a safe and sanitary way.

9/13/2007
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Kress, Donald

From: Kress, Donald

Sent: Thursday, September 13, 2007 6:10 PM
To: ‘Joel Kallich’

Subject: RE: thanks

Mr. Kallich—

I have not found significant additional information on this.

As the Initial Study (environmental) indicates, both Public Works and Fire were consulted on the traffic situation
during emergencies. | have not talked with them. You may want to contact Department of Public Works and ask
them about the basis of their review.

Donald Kress
Land Divisions.

From: Joel Kallich [mailto:jdkallich@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 12, 2007 11:06 AM
To: Kress, Donald

Subject: thanks

Mr. Kress
thanks for agreeing to look for and send to me the detail on the fire department decision making.

Best regards,
Joel

9/24/2007



From:‘ Jon Doyle [mailto:hibou@ix.netcom.com]
Sent: Monday, September 17, 2007 9:56 AM

To: 'dkress@planning.lacounty.org’
Subject: proposed development on Randiwood Lane, West Hills, Ca

Donald, | received a message that my original email to you was not delivered... ..l am re-
sending...

Donald,

I am Jon Doyle and | also live on Randiwood Lane in West Hills.
| got your email address from Rhoda Novak who is also a resident of Randiwood Lane.

I would like to take the opportunity to bring to your attention my opposition to any development in
that area for which there are zero benefits to the residents of the street and to our little community
here. You see, there are four paralle! streets which run off of Kittridge which connects to Vailey
Circle Bivd.

Since the area to be developed is to the west and up the hill, my concern is that a project like this
will require a tremendous amount of grading followed by months of construction.

The winds normally blow from the west to the east and therefore any dust or air poliutants will
naturally be blown down onto the residents below. This is an in-escapable fact. | have live here
since 1998 and | can assure you that the only east winds that we get are the sania ana conditions
and those number less than 20 or 30 days per year.

The added noise and crowdedness will put pressure on this quiet area. It fruly is a unique area
and now greatly improved with the addition of the Ahmanson Ranch becoming a property of the
Santa Monica Mountain Conservancy. | was under the impression that this particular property
was being considered for purchase by the Santa Monica Mountains to add to the Ahmanson

Ranch area.

Please keep this area as it currently is....thank you for taking the time to read my memo.

Jon Doyle
icovie@rbobearings.com
mobile 818 807 2467

Jon Doyle
idovie@rbchearings.com
mobile 818 807 2467
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Kress, Donald

From: Joel Kallich [jdkallich@yahoo.com]

Sent: Tuesday, September 18, 2007 11:19 AM

To: Kress, Donald

Cc: Levine; Kuel; zev@bos.lacounty.gov

Subject: Comments on proposed new development - tract 52652

Re: Development of tract 52652 - Los Angeles County

Dear Donald Kress,

| believe that the approval by your agency and the Los Angeles County Fire Department of the
development of this open space is a violation of Los Angeles County Codes 21.24.010
General requirements--Determination of adequacy and 21.24.020 Restricted residential

access. Specifically,

¢ The current subdivision of 171 houses is 228% over the 75 house restriction in LA county
code Section: 21.24.020 Restricted residential access which states “the street or street
system shall serve not more than 75 dwelling units where the restriction is designed to be
permanent and the street or street system traverses a wildland area which is subject to
hazard from brush or forest fire;” (Ord. 85-0168 § 2, 1985; Ord. 10485 § 4, 1972: Ord. 4478
Art. 4 § 40.2, 1945.);

e The addition of 25 houses will increase the existing subdivision to being 261% over the 75
house restriction for fire evacuation routes;

e This is represents a 33% increase in the number of residences attempting to evacuate on a

single street in the face of fire.

These additional houses will cause a significant increase in the danger to residents of the
neighborhood in the event of a fire as there are already 171 houses with many children and
fragile elders attempting to evacuate on a single street access to Valley Circle Boulevard. In
the 2004 fire, the number of vehicles attempting to exit the neighborhood caused a terrribe

traffic jam, putting many lives in danger.

In addition, the proposed development of 58 acres of land adjoins three public parks; Upper
Las Virgenes Canyon Open Space Preserve, Knapp Ranch Park and Bell Canyon (El
Scorpion) Park. These parks form the Los Angeles city gateway to the former 5,200-acre
Ahmanson Ranch. The proposed development will impede trail access to miles of spectacular
wilderness and public parkland. The subdivision will develop one of the last existing open
spaces in the Los Angeles County west San Fernando Valley area which exists in the Santa
Monica Mountains Conservancy and Rim of the Valley Corridor.

Please do not approve building these residences.

Sincerely yours,

Joel D. Kallich, Ph.D.

9/24/2007



Robert and Kathleen Cromar
6755 Vickiview Drive
West Hills, CA 91307

818.883.4238
cromars@cslexdrema.com

Mr. Donald Kress

320 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012
Dhress@planning. lacouniv.gov
VIA E-MAIL

CC: Peter Rothenberg, Westhills Homeowners Association
iaguarpete@sbegiobal net

RE: Proposed Land Development —
Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 52652
Conditional Use Permit No. 98-123-(3)
Oak Tree Permit 98-123-(3)

September 22, 2007
Mr. Kress:

We are residents of the neighborhood immediately adjacent to the proposed development. We
are opposed to this plan for these reasons:

1. Our neighborhood of 176 homes has only one road, Kittridge Street off of Valley Circle
Blvd, for fire access which is far above the current State Law mandate that allows only
75 homes per single access route. Further, our community is located in an area the Los
Angeles County Fire Department designates as a “Very High Fire Hazard Severity
Zone.” The proposed development will add 25 homes with no additional fire access
routes, placing our neighborhood at even greater risk.

2. Kittridge Street, as it enters our community, is bounded on the south by Knapp Ranch
Park, which is in heavy use year round, but is particularly in heavy use in the spring
months when the park’s youth baseball season is in progress. During that time, traffic is
very congested with the large number of people parking on the street, then crossing
Kittridge with their children to enter the park. The additional traffic brought about by the
proposed development would make the congestion and the hazard to pedestrians even
worse.

3. We are opposed to the removal of ANY of the oak trees that are presently located on the
property. Our opposition is based solely on aesthetic and environmental quality
principles.

Given that it is not feasible to add an access road to this property, and given the already
dense population of the west valley area, we feel the best use of this land is OPEN SPACE.
The land should be acquired by the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy and dedicated
as park land for public use.

Thank you,

Robert Cromar
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Donald Kress,
LA County Department of Regional Planning
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Dear Mr Kress,

1 am a resident of Randiwood Lane in the Westhills section of unincorporated County. I am writing to you to express some
concerns 1 have with respect to the proposed development being planned west of our development.

My two specific concerns are safety related, and both are tied to the single road access to the area.

First, there is already a significant safety and traffic hazard due to the nature of the usage of Knapp Ranch Park on the south
side of Kittridge. The primary safety issue is the volume and human-behavioural nature of pedestrian traffic on Kittridge
during the baseball season. The parents already park on Kittridge and the surrounding streets, frequently jaywalk with their
young children, and present sufficient traffic hazard that current residents sometimes avoid travel during game times.
Adding more residential traffic to the mix by allowing this development will only exacerbate an already dangerous
situation.

Secondly, and more importantly, I am concerned about the fire safety aspect of the additional homes. Approximately two
years ago, the hills proposed for development burned. Fortunately, there was little wind, they are covered mainly with
grass and low bushes, and the net damage was small. However, in attempting to get home to help my wife evacuate if
necessary, I took approximately 5 minutes to get the short distance to Randiwood from Valley Circle. This was due to the
volume of spectator traffic mixed with the emergency vehicles using the single access route. I subsequently checked with
the fire department and discovered the following:

1) Current requirements are for a maximum of 75 homes per single access road; at the time our development was
built, the existing ~175 were allowable. However, the addition of 25 more homes seems to me to definitely
contradict the current law, as well as pose a major danger to the existing community.

2) Italked to Inspector Terrence O’Connell of the LA City FD Hydrants and Access Unit/Fire Prevention Bureau.
He informed me that the County and City have “automatic aid” for our ares, and that emergency calls can be
responded to by either jurisdiction. Based on that fact, in the past (approximately 7 years ago, 1 believe), when
requested by the County to evaluate an earlier proposal for developing the land, the City had rejected the plan
based on lack of secondary access. It is my understanding that the City does typically co-sign for approvals in
cases such as this. If you have not already addressed this safety concern with the City FD as well as the County
FD, please ensure that the City Fire Department also reviews this development proposal prior to the hearing.

Thank vou in advance for your consideration of these important safety issues. Ido have work commitments on the day of
the hearing (Oct 3), so I would appreciate receiving a written reply to my concerns, including both the name of the LA City
FD individual who ruled on the proposal, and what his/her response was, prior to that date.

Yours sincerely,

Y 7 ,,,,,

7

David Tong

6626 Randiwood Lane, Westhills
(818)346-5809
dvkjtong@aol.com
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Kress, Donald

From: Francesswan@aol.com

Sent: Monday, September 24, 2007 7:40 PM

To: Kress, Donald

Cc: jaguarpete@sbcglobal.net

Subject: Proposed Development at Randiwood Lane, West Hills

Dear Mr. Kress,

As aresident of the neighborhood, I am concerned about the subject proposed development, which
should not be allowed for a number of reasons.

The development would exceed the legal number of homes allowed on a single access road per state
law. In addition, this area is a high fire hazard area and exceeding the safe and legal number of
homes would be a danger to the rest of the neighborhood.

There is a city park on Kittridge, the single access road, which is extremely heavily used by baseball
leagues at certain times of year. The resulting traffic clogs up both sides of this narrow road daily for
many blocks in all directions. Additional development would only add hundreds more cars to this

nightmare of congestion.

As a Scenic Corridor, the tops of the hills along Valley Circle Blvd. should remain undeveloped and
in their natural state.

I am in favor of the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy acquiring this strip of land which would
connect the various parks around the Ahmanson Ranch area. This seems to be the wisest and safest

use of the property.

Please take these points into consideration and do not allow our neighborhood to become a fire trap
and traffic bottleneck.

Thank You,

Frances Swan

\ 9/25/2007



Kress, Donald

From: dfitzpatrick12@charter.net

Sent: Tuesday, September 25, 2007 7:18 AM

To: Kress, Donald

Cc: jaguarpete@sbcglobal.net

Subject: Randiwoood - Westhills proposed development
9/25/07

D. Kress

320 West Temple
LA CA, 90012

Dear Mr. Kress:
I am a Westhills resident and reside at 6749 Julie Lane. I strongly oppose the proposed

development. I am unable to attend the hearing on Oct. 3rd as I work. The time of the
hearing is unfortunate as most residents work and will not be able to attend.

These are the reasons that I oppose the hearing:
1. Our area has a single access road for fires and emergencies - these additional homes

will increase the fire danger in an area that is already a high hazard area.

2. The construction and new homes will add to the traffic congestion.

3. There is no need for new homes in the neighborhood - no demand- homes on the market are
not selling.

4. I frequently hike the trails in the Upper Las Virgenes Canyon and El Escorpion Canyon -
a better use of this land is to turn it over to the Santa Monica Conservancy and preserve
the open space as open space is so limited in LA county and it would be a shame to waste
this opportunity to save an area that blends into the existing designated open space.

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions about my concerns.

Sincerely,

Diane M. Fitzpatrick
6749 Julie Lane
Westhills, CA 91307
818-598-0603
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Kress, Donald

From: Fred Beck [wiredb@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Wednesday, September 26, 2007 7:22 PM

To: Kress, Donald
Subject: Westhills-Randiwood Development

Dear Mr. Kress
| live at 6652 Daryn Dr in Westhills and would like to lodge my protest for this development.

The project will only compound an already horrific traffic problem.

In the spring and summer the traffic on Kittridge is overbearing. The addition of construction and resident traffic
will make the situation worse.

An example is during a recent fire we were told to evacuate our home by the Sheriff, traffic leaving the area was
gridiocked because there is only one way in & out of the neighborhood.

| as well as my neighbors are concerned about the fire hazards/ingress and egress in our neighborhood.

Thank you
W. Fred Beck

(818) 883 3733

9/27/2007
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Kress, Donald

From: JOHN OCONNELL [jickocn@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Thursday, September 27, 2007 12:23 PM

To: Kress, Donald
Cc: jaguarpete@sbcglobal.net; rhoda@johninovak.com
Subject: Meeting on Oct.3 on proposed development on the west side of Randiwood Lane

Donald

I hope you can help us. I will not be able to attend the meeting

I have been living at 6752 Randiwood Lane for over 20 years and have experienced at least two major
fires. One destroyed a gazebo in our neighbor's backyard. With all the fire engines and lookerons it was
impossible to go down Kittridge Ave.An additional 25 homes will make it even tougher and more

dangerous.
During the baseball season Kittridge is jammed with cars of people using the park. Traffic from an

additional 25 homes will make it even more dangerous.
Our water pressure is extremely low already and will only get worse with 25 more homes
An additional 25 homes will destroy the view of our beautiful mountains for all generations to come and

the possibility to joining the three parks surrounding Westhills

Please help us
THANKS FOR YOUR CONSIDERATION

Bermnice and John O'Connell

Jack

B Right-click here to download pictures. To help protect your privacy, OQutlook prevented automatic download of this picture from the Inte

10/2/2007



Kress, Donald
From: Donna [ddetam@earthlink.net]

Sent: Thursday, September 27, 2007 12:27 PM

To: Kress, Donald

Subject: Oppose Westhills development

Mr. Kress,

I am opposed to the proposed development as it would be a large hazard to all the
homeowners in the event of a fire or other disaster, having only one access road for over
200 homes. I have lived through three fires at my doorstep with all the accompénying
chaos and having more homes, autos, and the need for more fire personnel would pose a

threat to safety.
Please consider my concerns and the concerns of the Westhills Homeowners Assn.

Thank you,
Donna Detamore
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= WES:I HILLS HOIMEOWNERS 4SSOUATION, INC.

Westhills, California 91307

September 26, 2007

Mr. Donald Kress, Regional Planning Assistant ||

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street, Room 1382

Los Angeles, California 90012

SEP 27 2007

MECEIVE

Subject:

Vesting Tentative Track Map No. 52652
Conditional Use Permit No. 98-123-(3)
Meeting Date: October 3, 2007

Background

Westhills is a small community in the western end of the San Fernando Valley off Kittridge
Street and Valley Circle. It is located in an unincorporated section of LA County. It includes all
the county land from Kittridge on the South, to Vanowen on the North (including the
condominiums on the North side of Vanowen) and from Valley Circle on the East and the Los
Angeles County line on the West. The Westhills Homeowners Association represents the
residents of the 176 single-family homes directly in front of the proposed development. Its
authority comes from the CC&R’s established by the original builder. The WHOA has
contacted all the home owners in the development and this letter represents the consensus of
the community. This letter does not preclude residents writing or participating at the meeting
with their own issues with the proposed development.

The picture on the next page is a 3D image of Westhills from Valley Circle to the LA County
Line (looking West). The treed area on the left is Knapp Ranch Park, the open area on the
right is EL Escorpion Canyon Park and the area beyond the water tanks at the top of the hill is
Upper Las Virgenes Canyon Park. Kittridge Street, the only access street in and out of
Westhills, is on the left side of the picture. The line between Los Angeles county and Los
Angeles city goes down the middie of Kittridge Street until the street curves right. At that point
the homes on the left side of Kittridge are in LA County. Because the Westhills community is
in LA County it is protected by the LA County Fire Department. However, the closest fire
station is the Los Angeles Fire Department Company 105 on Fallbrook and Victory Bivd., and
under the mutual aid agreement, they are the first responders.

The Major Issue is Fire Safety

Westhills is in a “Very High Fire Hazard Severity Area”, formerly known as a Fire Zone 4.
Under LA County Code sections 21.24.010, 21.24.020, and 21.24.030, there should be a
maximum of 75 houses on this single access road (Kittridge Street). Section 21.24.020
paragraph 2 specifically states, “75 dwelling units where the restriction is designed to be
permanent and the street or street system transverses a wildland area which is subject to
hazard from brush or forest fire.” The number of existing homes is 176. The new sub-division
would add 25 an additional homes, making a total of 201. Westhills is in a “Wildland Area”
according to the LA County Geographic Information Systems (GIS) map.
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Westhills, California 91307

The Westhills community has had a very graphic experience of this fire danger during the
Topanga Fire in 2005. The fire burned up to the edges of the current Westhills development
(engulfing portions of the proposed development land) on three sides, North, South and West.
It was only through the heroic efforts of the many firefighters assembled in Westhills that the
fire was stopped. Many pieces of fire department equipment from all over the state were
staged on Kittridge Street, Randiwood Lane and Welby Way. There were also many on-
lookers in the neighborhood blocking areas of Kittridge and, in some cases, the driveways of
homes making evacuation difficult. The LA County Sheriff Department did prevail and
evacuations began. Then the fire turned once again toward Ventura County and the
neighborhood was spared. As evidence of the fire, you can see on the developers plan the
removal of oak trees damaged in the fire, to be replaced with new ones. While the presence of
the new development could provide some protection from the West, it does not, in any way,
mitigate the fire danger from the North and South. In addition, the undeveloped areas of the
proposed development land will continue to present a fire danger to the community from the

West.
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Westhills, California 91307

The Topanga Fire was not an aberration. Every two or three years there have been fires
which have threatened our single access Westhills community. There was one fire which
required fire engines to leap frog from house to house while helicopters dropped fire retardant
on the slopes along Welby Way and Julie Lane. Many residents were on their roofs with
watering hoses to prevent the hot embers from igniting their structures. There was one
Gazebo destroyed and several houses scorched by the flames which came up the canyon
from El Escorpion Canyon, some flashing over the roofs of the houses.

During baseball season the three baseball fields in Knapp Ranch Park are in full use and
Kittridge Street is full of cars of families attending the games. These families also park along
the perpendicular streets off Kittridge making maneuvering in the area very difficult. A fire
emergency during this time would create major traffic congestion in the area, blocking fire
equipment trying to get into the area, as parents of the baseball players and residents were

trying to evacuate at one time.

Several attempts have been made in the past to create an alternate fire access road to the
proposed development. However, the three parks and the terrain have made it not feasible.
Remember that the current Westhills Community exceeds the maximum allowable limit for a
single access road with 176 homes already built.

The developer, in his report to the fire department, indicated that there were only 25 homes to
be developed in this single access area. While technically correct, the report fails to consider
the fact that there are already 176 homes served by the same single access road. In the past
the LA County Fire Department has had the LA City Fire Department review planned
development in this area, the LA City Fire Department being the first responder to Westhills.
This step appears to have been neglected. We urge the commission to direct the LA County
Fire Department to collect and review any concerns from the LA City Fire Department.
Discussions with the LA City Fire Department by the Westhills Homeowners Association and
others indicate it has some reservations about the project.

Because of the dangers introduced by the addition of 25 homes to a single-access
development of 176 homes in a “Very High Fire Hazard Severity Area”, a Wildland Area and

the scenic corridor of Valley Circle, no development should be allowed.

Scenic Corridor

According to the LA County Master Plan, Valley Circle Blvd. is a designated scenic corridor. It
has bicycle lanes on both sides of the street directly in front of Westhills. The bicycle lanes
were added when the street was designated a scenic corridor. Under the provisions of the LA
County Master Plan, no obstructions to view of the mountain area shall be erected and the
ridge lines must remain clear of all development. The proposed development covers the ridge
line of the hills to the West of Westhills blocking the view.
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{
Alternate Use

Because the development area is connected to Knapp Ranch Park, Upper Las Virgenes
Canyon Park and El Escorpion Canyon Park, it would make an ndeal addition connecting these
three open space areas. In March of 2006 the Santa Monica Mountain Conservancy agreed
with this conclusion and approved the property for acquisition. This development option is the
one supported by the majority of the Westhills homeowners concerned with the development
of this property. The residents are concerned about the additional traffic, major construction
debris, damage to the roads from heavy vehicles and the loss of the rural park-like atmosphere
of the current Westhills Community and most importantly that the additional homes in a single

access road will increase the fire hazard to our area.

"_Therefore the Westhills Homeowners Association requests that the Los Angeles County
Department of Regional Planning deny the Conditional Use Permit for this property.

Peter Rothenberg, President
Westhills Homeowners Association
6749 Vickiview Drive

Westhills, CA 91307

818-883-4015

jaguarpete@sbcglobal.net
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Kress, Donald

From: jim duthler [jim_duthler@charter.net]
Sent: Sunday, September 30, 2007 6:26 PM

To: Kress, Donald
Subject: Opposed to Tract No. 52652 under CUP No. 98-123-(3)

Dear Mr. Kress:

We are opposed to the creation of Tract No. 52652 under CUP No. 98-123-(3), near the intersection of Kittridge
Street and Randiwood Lane.

As 35-year residents of this neighborhood, we are well aware of the difficulty of evacuating Westhills during brush
fires or other emergencies. Not only is the single egress street (Kittridge) is required to serve 176 homes which is
in excess of 75 homes in the current state guidelines, but there are other stress factors. Kittridge Street also
serves Knapp Ranch Park and is seriously congested during baseball games and other park activities, without
having an emergency. Kittridge Street is also the access route that LA City Fire Department uses to reach their
helispot at the top of the hill. Just imagine the potential chaos we and our neighbors face during an evacuation if
we have to contend with hundreds of little-league families from the park, while also avoiding incoming LA County
fire equipment arriving to protect our homes and LA City fire equipment trying to make their way to the helispot.

In view of these considerations, we are opposed to the proposed development because of the additional traffic
stress.

Sincerely,

Carl James Duthler
Karen Ann Duthler
14615 Welby Way
Westhills, CA 91307

10/2/2007
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Kress, Donald

|
Paul Edelman {edelman@smmc.ca.gov]

From:

Sent: Monday, October 01, 2007 6:07 PM

To: Kress, Donald

Cc: Saitsman, Ben .

Subject: 'Oct. 3 RPC Hearing VTT Map No. 52652
Attachments: 4-30-07 ltem 10(a) Comment Letter.pdf

<<4-30-07 Item 10(a) Comment Letter.pdf>>
Hello Don Kress - Did the Conservancy's 4/30/07 letter not get into the fi Ie’? It

should be in the staff report. The Conservancy was not mailed a copy of the MND
just the Notice of Consultation. Paul McCarthy and | talked about this at length
before we submitted this letter. Our Board Secretary mailed it May 10th as

addressed.

Please be sure that this letter is provided to the Commissioners. :
b

The Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy is totally opposed to thls pro;ect and
finds the Mitigated Negative Declaration deficient.

Paul Edelman
Deputy Director of Natural Resources and Planning

10/2/2007



STATE OF CALIFORNIA-THE RESOURCES AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS CONSERVANCY

RAMIREZ CANYON PARK

5750 RAMIREZ CANYON ROAD
MALIBU, CALIFORNIA 90265
PHONE {310) 589-3200

FAX (310} 589-3207

April 30, 2007

Paul McCarthy

Impact Analysis Section

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

Comments on Notice of Consultation for Tract No. 52652
Adjacent to Upper Las Virgenes Open Space Preserve

Dear Mr. McCarthy:

Rare isit that a mass grading (one million cubic yards) project next to two City-owned parks
and the premier State-owned wilderness park in the Simi Hills is proposed in
unincorporated Los Angeles County. The proposed 40-acre grading footprint on the
subject 58 -acre property would result in significant, adverse visual impacts to Conservancy-
owned Upper Las Virgenes Open Space Preserve, Knapp Ranch Park and El Escorpian
Park. The complex terrain of the site is visible from public parkland from all possible
angles. The Conservancy disagrees with the County’s Initial Study that the project’s visual
impacts can be mitigated to a level less than significant. An Environmental Impact Repot
is essential to allow decision makers to assess less visually damaging alternatives.

Incompatibility of Proposed Project with Site Topography and Drainage

The topography of the site provides for a single approximately 15-acre, semi-shielded
natural bowl area into which development can be located. This bowl most assuredly was
filled in approximately between 1965 and 1975 as evidenced by a tall north-facing fill slope
with v-ditches and a down drain. Approximately 75 percent of the entire 58-acre property
drains to the bottom of this fill slope. The proposed project would cut all of the ridgelines
on the subject property to further fill this natural bowl and push the limit of fill
approximately 200 feet northward to the boundary of El Escorpian Park, approximately 40
feet from one of the most popular hiking trails in the San Fernando Valley. The fill slope
would be at least 500 feet in horizontal depth, from toe of slope to lot level, and at least
200-feet-high. The proposed project does not fit the inherent topographic constraints of the
site if it requires such an unprecedented massive fill slope.
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Tract 52652, El Escorpian Canyon
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A major constraint of building on the subject property is the need to raise the elevation of
the development area’s low point to a height equal to the intersection of Randiwood Lane
and Welby Way. Most certainly County regulations do not permit the release of tens of
thousands of gallons of suburban runoff directly into a City-owned wilderness park and
riparian habitat area. The proposed massive fill slope rising from the El Escorpian trail is
a direct result of the need to take 45 acres of what is now clean natural drainage area to be
converted in suburban uses and to be able to get it into the storm drain system. Most likely
the short extension of Welby Way across the City boundary to the proposed detention basin
access road is an artifact of the City’s prohibition of accepting drainage from
unincorporated areas being directly released into storm drain system on City streets.

In short the project uses mass grading of many landforms to make a large lot, 25-home
subdivision fit where only an approximately 15-acre projyéct can be developed without
unavoidable significant adverse visual impacts. If it is imperative that the project have a
new water tank located within 70 feet of the Upper Las Virgenes Open Space Preserve on
a prominent plateau, then an additional two acres of grading disturbance footprint would
have to be part of any project that remained in the natural bowl area described above.

Reduced Project Footprint - Park Viewshed Protection Alternative

The Conservancy requests that the following park viewshed projection alternative with
twenty lots be included in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). All of the
project grading would be confined to a footprint outlined by the following boundaries. The
boundary utilizes the ridgelines of the natural protected bowl area. All of the referenced
points are shown on the tract map circulated with the N otice of Consultation.

It must be emphasized that a comprehensive viewshed analysis of the proposed project and
each DEIR alternative must be included in the DEIR. However, this recommended Park
Viewshed Protection Alternative provides a solid base for a project that minimizes adverse
viewshed impacts while providing a large development footprint.

The central entrance point to the tract would remain the same between lots 25 and 10. All
of the area shown within the following lots could or would be entirely graded: lots
1,2,3,8,9,10,11,18,19,20,21,22,23,24 and 25. That is fifteen whole lots including slopes.

Five additional partial (smaller than 0.5 acre) lots would be included in the footprint. The
pad (non-cut slope) area of lot 17 would or could be gradable. The flat pad (non-cut slope)
area of lot 16 would or could be gradable for only those portions in the El Escorpian
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watershed. The flat pad (non-cut slope) area of lot 16 would or could be gradable for only
those portions in the El Escorpian watershed. All portions of lot 7 in the El Escorpian
watershed would or could be gradable. Lots 11 and 12 would have driveways on Randiwood
Lane and all grading must be confined to the eastern half of each lot. The toe of the big fill
slope on the northern grading footprint boundary could not extend more than 40 feet
northward from the existing toe of slope. An extension of more than 40 feet would result

in unacceptable trail viewshed impacts.

The detention basin would be smaller and located approximately where it is shown on the
tract map. The applicant would establish 40 five-gallon oak trees and 40 California black
walnut trees in the area at the bottom of the fill slope, watered to the extent possible by the

concentrated runoff from the slope.

If a water tank for the Las Virgenes Municipal Water District is necessary, than a minimum
grading access road cut into the hillside at the back of lots 19-21 should be included as
shown on the tract map circulated with the Notice of Consultation. The water tank and
recreation complex access road shown on the tract map involves so much grading purely as
an artifact of the mass grading for the proposed lots below and the large pad for the 0.89

-acre Recreation Lot.

Additional Comments

The Conservancy’s recommended 20-lot DEIR alternative includes 15 lots with a minimum
size of 0.75 acres and pads in excess of 15,000 square-feet. The other five lots on average
include 0.35 acres gross and minimum 10,000 square-foot pads. All of these lots dwarf
those in the immediately surrounding neighborhood. The applicant should have adequate
flexibility within this grading envelope to mix and match product type and result in an
economically feasible project. There are no overriding considerations to public benefit to
allow a grading footprint that exceeds that recommended in the Conservancy’s alternative
project. If housing is needed, within the proposed Conservancy footprint, the applicant can
build over 30 houses equivalent in size to those on Randiwood Lane.

If the applicant states that only the proposed project will support the necessary project
infrastructure, then that complete economic analysis must be transparent and fully available
to decision makers and the public. The County is under no obligation to approve a project
with unavoidable, significant adverse visual impacts to three large public parks because
somebody paid too much for a piece of property. The Conservancy’s recommended
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Reduced Project Footprint - Park Viewshed Protection Alternative, or some closely equivalent -
project, provides a strong economic return on the subject property.

Please direct any questions and all future correspondence to Paul Edelman of our staff at
the above address and by phone at (310) 589-3200, ext. 128.. ‘

Sincerely, _
ELIZABETH A. CHEADLE
Chairperson 0
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Kress, Donald

From: Joel Kallich [jkaillich@charter.net]

Sent: Monday, October 01, 2007 8:44 PM

To: 'Peter Rothenberg'; 'Ben Saltsman'; '‘Bob Lancet’

Cc: kzelensk@fire.lacounty.gov; dnmetro@dailynews.com; Kress, Donald
Subject: RE: Oct. 3 RPC Hearing VTT Map No. 52652

Attachments: Fire Came Too Close.jpg
Dear Regional Planning Commission:

The staff report concludes that “resident evacuation and erﬁergency vehicle access during
fire ... 1s addressed through improvements in the proposed project that provides an
enhanced buffer that provides extended fire protection to the community.” (page 8)

This conclusion is incorrect as the existing community will still be surrounded by
public parks on both the north and south sides with steep slopes and extensive

brush. ‘

The recent fire (September 28, 2005) came at Westhills from several directions including
from the west, south and north. As evidence I provide the view from our backyard after
the fire, looking south west. You can see that there is not a tree left unscathed and the
fire came within 10 feet of our property line. The proposed development would not have
provided a buffer to my residence — nor any residence on the south side of Kittridge

Street in this fire.
While the staff is correct that the front of our residence would be buffered by this
proposed development, they are incorrect that it provides extended fire protection to the

community. In fact, these residences will make an existing situation more dangerous for
the current residents of the community and put the residents of these new homes directly

in the line of future fires.

Why is the existing Los Angeles County code for safe emergency egress and exit not
being followed for a parcel of land that has such a large impact to the surrounding

community?
Sincerely yours,

Joel Kallich

10/2/2007
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Donald Kress,

I want to voice my opposition to the planned development in West Hills, West of
Randiwood lane. I can’t be at the hearing on the 3™ so here are my concerns:

It is my understanding that in order to have any more housing in this area there needs to
be another main road, and for many years that is what I heard as the reason for nothing

being built west of Randiwood. Has anything changed to allow that now?

In just the past few weeks there have been two stop signs added on Kittridge because of
traffic concerns, this will only bring more traffic.

During the baseball season there are many cars driving on all the streets near the park
area and for blocks around, and this is a major traffic concern. I can’ see any more homes
being built that would add to this traffic. Many children are crossing in this area at those

times.

My last comment is the most important for me to make because I live on Randiwood
Lane, and a few years ago there was a major fire in the exact area that these new homes
would be built. There were many Fire Engines on Randiwood lane (about 25) and a
command post was set up there. If there were any homes on the site of the proposed
building area they all would have been in the path of the fire as burned as far as street on

Randiwood lane.

Thank you for your consideration in this manner.

Paul and Rita Hyman
6638 Randiwood lane
West Hills CA 91307



October 2, 2007

Paul McCarthy
Impact Analysis Section
Los Angeles County Dept of Regional Planning

320 West Temple Street -
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Save Open Space/Santa Monica Mountains (SOS) represents one thousand residents in
Los Angeles and Ventura counties. o

t

SIGNIFICANT VISUAL IMPACTS

SOS believes that there are significant visual impacts from this proposed project that will
result in 40 acres being massively graded and the earth movement of one million cubic
yards. This is a significant impact that cannot be mitigated. The visual impact on the
newly purchased Ahmanson Ranch parkland will also be significant. There will be a

significant impact on the earth with a huge fill slope.
This project is substantially visible from and it will obstruct views of regional hiking and

riding trails. The project will impact through substantial grading and landform alteration
an undeveloped area, which contains unique aesthetic features. This proposed project
would significantly be out of character in comparison to adjacent natural park uses and
significantly impact the view shed. The proposed water tank will significantly impact

park views.

SIGNIFICANT WATER QUALITY AND RESOUCES IMPACTS
It will have a significant impact on water quality by transforming what is now 45 acres of
clean natural drainage area causing huge amounts of urban run-off. The proposed project
will significantly impact core wildlife habitat areas, a drainage course, sensitive habitat of

oak woodlands and known native sensitive species.



SIGNIFICANT GEOLOGY AND HAZARD ISSUES

This area is full of landslides, unstable geology, high slope instability and mudflows.
The proposed massive grading and fill will just make the geology problems more
significant. How is this property listed in the new State Geological Hazards Maps? Will
the project entail substantial grading and alteration of the topography including slopes of

over 25%? We believe this to be a significant impact.

ROCKETDYNE POTENTIAL HAZARDS

The earth must be tested for all Rocketdyne chemicals and specific radioisotopes. This is
within 5 miles of the Rocketdyne facility, which burned chemical, wastes and blew up
hot lab canisters for many years. These Rocketdyne toxins and fission products (from
nuclear meltdown/accidents) went into the air and the prevailing winds were over this
property. A Health Risk Assessment (HRA) is necessary to protect future residents and
the surrounding communities who might be exposed to toxic grading dust from this
project.

Chemicals and radioisotopes used at Rocketdyne have been found in nearby Dayton
Canyon thus delaying that development until DTSC can complete its Health Risk
Assessment. This HRA must be a part of the Environmental Impact Report on this

project.

In as much as there is substantial evidence that the project may have a significant impact
on the environment, we believe that an Environmental Impact Report is necessary under

CEQA law.

Thank you for your kind attention.

Mary E. Wiesbrock, Chair
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Kress, Donald
t
From: sshteir@aol.com

Sent:  Wednesday, October 03, 2007 5:26 AM

To: Kress, Donald
Subject: Public Comment Letter-Opposition to Development of Tract 52652 from Audubon

October 2, 2007

Donald Kress
Department of Regional Planning

320 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, CA

Dear Mr. Kress,

The San Fernando Valley Audubon Society, an 1800 member environmental organization, urges you to
reject any proposals for development of tentative tract number 52652. ,

|

The proposed development site adjoins Upper Las Virgenes Canyon Open Space Preserve, Khapp
Ranch Park and Bell Canyon Park, which are essential recreation areas for many Los Angeles residents,

as well as important habitat for California native species.

Any development on this 58 acre tract will impede trail access to miles of spectacular wilderness and
pose a significant fire evacuation problem for local residents. Additionally, this parcel is on the
acquisition list of the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy because it is one of the last remaining open

spaces in the West San Fernando Valley area.

Approval of the development of this open space also appears to be in violation of Los Angeles Codes
21.24.010 and 21.24.020 because the current proposal of 175 houses far exceeds the 75 house restriction
outlined in Restricted Residential Access- “The street or street system shall serve not more than 75
dwelling units where the restriction is designed to be permanent and the street or street system traverses
a wildland area which is subject to hazard from brush or forest fire” (Ord 85-0168 S 2, 1985; Ord 10485

S4m 1972; Ord. 4478 Art. 4 S 40.2, 1945)

My organization contends that the best use for this public parcel is to ensure that it becomes an
acquisition for the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy. Los Angeles residents need for open space

and fire safety should trump this misguided development proposal.

Sincerely,

Seth Shteir, Conservation Chair

San Fernando Valley Audubon Society
14355 Huston St.,#225

Sherman Oaks, CA 91423
818-995-6429

sshteir@aol.com

Email and AIM finally together. You've gotta check out free AOL Mail!

10/2/7007
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October 2, 2007

Katheryn McMunmin
6805 Valley Circle Blivd
West Hills, CA 91367

For Morhing Hearing

Regional Planning Commission

Los Angeles County Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

VIA FACSIMILE - For October 314 Hearing

Vesting Tentative Tract Map Number 52652 - LACO PN 98123

Dear Commissioners:

since when can somebody wipe out over 30 acres of the Simi
Hills based on a Mitigated Negative Declaration with 1970s
levels of analyses? Worse yet, when the flattest area is over
25% slope and most of the property is 50% slope or greater.
Even worse when the destruction is nexi to the preeminent
natural area for Calabasas and the west San Fernando Valley,
the Ahmanson Ranch now known as the Upper Las Virgenes
Open Space. Where is the EIR with less damaging alfernatives?
This project can clearly be supplanted with a substantially level
visually damaging project! For example the MND includes no
analysis of how a substantial recreation complex and/or new
water tanks on a high point directly next to significant State
parkland will affect park and trail views. Not one sentence.

Where is your and the staff's credibility as professional planners
looking out for the public intereste If the staff is telling you that
you have to approve this project *by right”, they are flat out

misinforming you. The level of impact analysis in this project is

Page 1 of 4
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generally less than many Parcel Maps (four units or less) that
come before you and other bodies. How can a project of this
magnitude be mitigated fo a level of less than significant
impacts with virtually no visual study and a single short, vacuous
sentence composing the entire visual mitigation meaqgsure
section. This project most likely will result in unavoidable
significant adverse visual impacts to public lands and trails. For
this reason it is the County's obligation to look at less damaging
alternatives and circulate those for public reylew and |
comment. That was not done. This is not a by right" project
by any siretch. | ask you fo send it back for an EIR without

hesi’raﬁon.

Do you feel comfortable going forward with not a single
viewshed analysis figure or written analysis to underpin your .

very significant decision?

The Initial Study of the Mitigated Negative Declaration includes
numerous potfential significant impact check offs for potentially

__significant imr _ State law requires the MND to specifically

explain how specific mitigation measures will reduce the level

of significance for each potentially significant impact that is
claimed to be mitigated to a level less than significant. The
MND fails fo include any specific mitigation for most potentially
significant impacts. Where mitigation measures are included,
the MND includes no specific explanation of why or how that
mifigation measure will reduce impacts to a level less than

significant.

For example, the Initial Study for Visual Qualities concludes that
the project will have a potentially significant impact because i
is substantially visible from or will obstruct views from a regional
riding or hiking trail. More specifically it states, "There are
several trails located on and around the project site. The Rim of
the Valley Trail is located 248 feet north or (typo repeated)
project site. That is the full MND ftrail viewshed impact analysis.
Pretty lean2 The only mitigation measure for the entire set of

Page 2 of 4
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potential visual impacts is as follows: “Structures must be
screened from park land by native frees and vegetation.

In this era (and in past ones) that level of mitigation specificity is -
both a joke and inadequate per the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA). The CEQA document must define what
structures, what park land, and how much screening must
occur, how, when and for how long. The MND is inadequate

and flawed.

in addition the MND includes no maps or figures fo show how
the proposed project would affect any of the trails along the
northern and western project boundaries. This omission
prevents decision makers from understanding both the project

and its potential adverse effects.

The CEQA analysis must analyze how the proposed 200 feet
high fill slope right next fo the El Escorpian trail on City park land
does not pose a potential significant visual impact. The MND is

fatally flawed.

In the Biota section the Inifial Study concludes that the project
could result in significant adverse impacts on every checklist
itemn A-G. The only mitigation measures are that: one - the
Forester will be consulted, two - that birds nests will be checked
for, and three - that a plan will be submitted to "restore
woodland and scrub on the site.” Deferred mitigation—such
as saying a restoration plan will be submitted and implemented
is not consistent with the requirements of CEQA. This mitigation
measure is deficient because it does not say what specific area
will be restored, how and when it will be restored, and how that

restoration will be guaranteed.

The MND says the open space lot will be protected by a
covenant that prohibits grading and structures. That does hot

prohibit animal keeping, fencing, grazing. vineyards, orchards,
equestrian uses or any agriculture. This level of protection is

Page 3 of 4
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inconsistent with using the “open space" lot as a restoration site
and thus the MND is inadequate. The only way we the public .
can be assured that the “open space lot" will be permanent
natural area is if all of the ungraded land is given to a park
agency prior to the developer being allowed to grade a single
blade of soil. The MND will remain inadequate until such
protection is explicitly defined and included as d miﬁgaﬁon

‘measure.
An EIR is the only sane conclusion, It s a sad day if you

approve an MND to grade at least 900,000 cubic yards of earth
next to a major natural area based on a paper thin MND.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on a CEQA
document that leaves the County so exposed and our natural
areas and trails totally ripped off. What caused the County to’
regress 30 years in ifs level of environmental review on this one?

With all due respect,

Zlsy I i

Katheryn McMurrin

Page 4 of 4
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VTR 52652
CUP 98-123-(3)
OTP 98-123-(3)

EXHIBITS PRESENTED AT

OCTOBER 3, 2007 PUBLIC HEARING
AGENDAITEMNO.9a, b, c |



633 West Fifth Street, Suite 4000
Los Angeles, California 90071-2007

' Tel +213.485. 1234 Fax: +213.891.6763
, www.iw.com
' , FIRM / AFFILIATE OFFICES
L A T H A M & WA T K I N S e ~ Barcelona New Jersey
, Brussels New York
' Chicago Northern Virginia
Frankfur Orange County
, Hamburg Paris o8
'October 2, 2007 . HongKong  San Diego
London San Francisco
Los Angeles  Shanghai
Madrid Silicon Valiey
Regional Planning Commission of Los Angeles County Milan Singapore
320 West Temple Street * Moscow Tokyo
Munich . Washinglon, D.C.

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 52652
Conditional Use Permit No. 98-123-(3)
Qak Tree Permit 98-123-(3)

Dear Commissioners

We are writing this letter on behalf of our client, Faye Estates, LLC. We have met with and
reviewed the proposed 25 lot single family home subdivision with the Westhills Homeowners
Association (“HOA”). We understand that'their official position at this time is to oppose the
project. However during our discussions with the HOA, we were advised that they have five
specific concerns about the proposed subdivision which are described below. In order to address
these concerns Faye Estates is willing to request the Commission to adopt the artached additional

conditions as a part of the project.

1. The neighbors would like the new development to be a part of the Westhills community. This

is agreeable to Faye Estates.

2. The neighbors are concerned that rear yard walls will be constructed close to Randiwood
which would interfere with the open feeling of the neighborhood. The have proposed that Faye
Estates agree to restrict construction of rear yard walls to the area at the top of the slope and that
the new homeowners association have a easement over and be required to maintain the slope as a

green belt open space. This is agreeable to Faye Estates.

3. The neighbors have requested that the access stairs leading to the retention basin be secured
with a fence and locked gate. This is agreeable to Faye Estates.

4. The neighbors have requested that the subdivision will not result in blockage of the access
road to the Los Angele City Department of Water and Power water tanks. This is agreeable to

Faye Estates.

The neighbors have requested that at no time shali the new development be become a gated
community. This is agreeable to Faye Estates.

Draft language of specific conditions implementing these requests is attached.

LAV 778499 ]



Regional Planning Commission of, Ld: Angeles County

October 2, 2007 , .
Page 2 '

LATHAMeWATKINSw ,
o®

In addition, concerns have been raised about the subdivision’s effect on fire safety. The project
will result in several improvements to the fire safety of the existing neighborhood:

R (a) The project includes the installation of a large water tank at the top of the site
This tank will complete the water system which was installed with the originé]
tract. It will remedy the water pressure problems which now exist in the
neighborhood and will provide the appropriate 'water pressure and fire flow for the '
existing fire hydrants and for the new hydrants which will be installed as partof

the new tract.
The new tract will also result in a landscaped buffer and fully fire sprinklered

(b)
houses between the open space areas to the west and the existing subdivision.
The area which will remain natural open space will be maintained as require by

the Fire Department.

After its review ofthe proposed tract and the fire conditions in the area, the County 'Flre N

4

Department has approved the tract.

We urge you to approve the proposed project with the attached additional conditions

Respectfully submitted,

(';‘ 5@

=

Donald P. Baker
Latham & Watkins )

Enclosure

cc: Westlands Homeowner Association
Faye Estates, LLC




Regional Planning Commission of Lés Angeles County

.October 2, 2007
Page 3

'. LATHAMeWATKINSue

ADDITIONAL CONDITIONS

1. Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 52652 shall be a part of the Westhills community.

2. An easement shall be recorded in favor of the subdivision’s homeowners association over the

. . . .y * N ]
sloped area above Randiwood as shown in the attachment which shall prohibit the construction -
of rear yard walls in the easement area and shall require the homeowners association to maintain

the easement area as an attractive, landscaped greenbelt.
¢

3. The access stairs leading to the retention basin shall be fenced and secured with a locked gate.

4. The City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power access road between the .
subdivision and Knapp Ranch Park shall remain unobstructed.

5. The streets within the subdivision shall at all times remain public streets and shall not be

gated.

£

L AVI778499.1
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September 26, 2007

OILINC,

. Westhills, Ca ffornig 81307

Mr. Donald Kress, Regional Planning Assistant I

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street, Room 1382

Los Angeles, California 90012

Subject: .
Vesting Tentative Track Map No. 52652

Conditional Use Permit No. 98-123-(3)

Meeting Date: October 3, 2007

Background

Westhills is a small community in the western end of the San Fernando Valiey off Kittridge'
Street and Valley Circle. ltis located in an unincorporated section of LA County. It includes all
the county land from Kittridge on the South, to Vanowen on the North (including the
condominiums on the North side of Vanowen) and from Valley Circle on the East and the Los
Angeles County line on the West. The Westhills Homeowners Association represents the
residents of the 176 single-family homes directly in front of the proposed development. Its
authority comes from the CC&R’s established by the original builder. The WHOA has
contacted all the home cwners in the development and this letter represents the consensus of
the community. This letter does not preclude residents writing or participating at the meeting
with their own issues with the proposed development.

The picture on the next page is a 3D image of Westhills from Valley Circle to the LA County
Line (looking West). The treed area on the left is Knapp Ranch Park, the open area on the
right is EL Escorpion Canyon Park and the area beyond the water tanks at the top of the hill is
Upper Las Virgenes Canyon Park. Kittridge Street, the only access street in and out of
Westhills, is on the left side of the picture. The line between Los Angeles county and Los
Angeles city goes down the middle of Klttndge Street until the street curves right. At that point
the homes on the left side of Kittridge are in LA County. Because the Westhills community is
in LA County it is protected by the LA County Fire Department. However, the closest fire
station is the Los Angeles Fire Department Company 105 on Fallbrook and Victory Bivd., and
under the mutual aid agreement, they are the first responders.

The Major Issue is Fire Safety

Westhills is in a “Very High Fire Hazard Severity Area”, formerly known as a Fire Zone 4.
Under LA County Code sections 2124 010, 21.24.020, and 21.24 030 there should be &
maximum of 75 houses’on this single access road (Kittridge Street). Section 21.24.020
paragraph 2 specifically states, “75 dwelling units where the restriction is designed to be
permanent and the street or street system transverses a wildland area which is subject to
hazard from brush or forest fire.” The number of existing homes is 176. The new sub-division
would add 25 an additional homes, making a total of 201. Westhills is in a "Wildland Area”
according to the LA County Geographic Information Systems (GIS) map.
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The Westhills community has had a very graphic experience of this fire danger during the
Topanga Fire in 2005. The fire burned up to the edges of the current Westhills development
(engulfing portions of the proposed development land) on three sides, North, South and West.
It was only through the heroic efforts of the many firefighters assembled in Westhills that the
fire was stopped. Many pieces of fire department equipment from all over the state were
staged on Kittridge Street, Randiwood Lane and Welby Way. There were also many on-
lookers in the neighborhood blocking areas of Kittridge and, in some cases, the driveways of
homes making evacuation difficult. The LA County Sheriff Department did prevail and
evacuations began. Then the fire turned once again toward Ventura County and the
rieighborhood was spared. As evidence of the fire. you can see on the developers plan the
removal of oak trees damaged in the fire, to be replaced with new ones. While the presence of
the new development could provide some protection from the West, it does not, in any way,
mitigate the fire danger from the North and South. In addition, the undeveloped areas of the
proposed development land will continue to present a fire danger to the community from the

West.



S ASSOCIATION, INC.

Westhills, California 91307

The Topanga Fire was no’t{an aberration. Every two or three years there have been fires
which have threatened our single access Westhills community. There was one fire which
required fire engines to leap frog from house to house while helicopters dropped fire retardant
on the slopes along Welby Way and Julie Lane. Many residents were on their roofs with
watering hoses to prevent the hot embers from igniting their structures. There was one
Gazebo destroyed and several houses scorched by the flames which came up the canyon
from El Escorpion Canyon, some flashing over the roofs of the houses. :

During baseball season the three baseball fields in Knapp Ranch Park are in full use and
Kittridge Street is full of cars of families attending the games. These families also park along
the perpendicular streets off Kittridge making maneuvering in the area very difficult. A fire
emergency during this time would create major traffic congestion in the area, blocking fire
equipment trying to get into the area, as parents of the baseball players and residents were
trying to evacuate at one time.
Several attempts have been made in the past to create an alternate fire access road to the
proposed development. However, the three parks and the terrain have made it not feasible.
Remember that the current Westhills Community exceeds the maximum allowable limit for a
single access road with 176 homes already built.

The developer, in his report to the fire department, indicated that there were only 25 homes to
be developed in this single access area. While technically correct, the report fails to consider
the fact that there are already 176 homes served by the same single access road. In the past
the LA County Fire Department has had the LA City Fire Department review planned
development in this area, the LA City Fire Department being the first responder to Westhills.
This step appears to have been neglected. We urge the commission to direct the LA County
Fire Department to collect and review any concerns from the LA City Fire Department.
Discussions with the LA City Fire Department by the Westhills Homeowners Association and
others indicate it has some reservations about the project.

Because of the dangers introduced by the addition of 25 homes to a single-access
development of 176 homes in a “Very High Fire Hazard Severity Area”, a Wildland Area and
the scenic corridor of Valley Circle, no development should be allowed.

Scenic Corridor

According to the LA County Master Plan, Valley Circle Bivd. is a designated scenic corridor. It
has bicycle lanes on both sides of the street directly in front of Westhills. The bicycle lanes
were added when the street was designated a scenic corridor. Under the provisions of the LA
County Master Plan, no obstructions to view of the mountain area shall be erected and the
ridge lines must remain clear of all development. The proposed development covers the ridge
line of the hills to the West of Westhills blocking the view.




Westhills, California 91307

Alternate Use

Because the development area is connected to Knapp Ranch Park, Upper Las Virgemes
Canyon Park and El Escorpion Canyon Park, it would make an ideal addition connecting these
three open space areas. In March of 2006 the Santa Monica Mountain Conservancy agreed
with this conclusion and approved the property for acquisition. This development option is the
one supported by the majority of the Westhills homeowners concerned with the development
of this property. The residents are concerned about the additional traffic, major construction
debris, damage to the roads from heavy vehicles and the loss of the rural park-like atmosphere
of the current Westhills Community and most importantly that the additional homes in a single
access road will increase the fire hazard to our area.

Therefore the Westhills Homeowners Association requests that the Los Angeles County
Department of Regional Planning deny the Conditional Use Permit for this property.

A

Peter Rothenberg, President
Westhills Homeowners Association
6749 Vickiview Drive

Westhills, CA 91307
818-883-4015
jaguarpete@sbcglobal.net




STATE OF CALIFORNIA-THE RESOURCES AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS CONSERVANCY

RAMIREZ CANYON PARK
5750 RAMIREZ CANYON ROAD
MALIBU, CALIFORNIA 90265
PHONE {310} 589-3200

FAX {310) 589-3207

April 30, 2007
Paul McCarthy '
Impact Analysis Section
Los Angeles County Department of Remonal Planning
320 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, California 90012

Comments on Notice of Consultation for Tract No. 52652
Adjacent to Upper Las Virgenes Open Space Preserve o

Dear Mr. McCarthy:

Rare is it that a mass grading (one million cubic yards) project next to two City-owned parks
and the premier State-owned wilderness park in the Simi Hills is proposed in
unincorporated Los Angeles County. The proposed 40-acre grading footprint on the
subject 58 -acre property would result in significant, adverse visual impacts to Conservancy-
owned Upper Las Virgenes Open Space Preserve, Knapp Ranch Park and El Escorpian
Park. The complex terrain of the site is visible from public parkland from all possible
angles. The Conservancy disagrees with the County’s Initial Study that the project’s visual
impacts can be mitigated to a level less than significant. An Environmental Impact Repot
is essential to allow decision makers to assess less visually damaging alternatives.

Incompatibility of Propesed Project with Site Topography and Drainage

The topography of the site provides for a single approximately 15-acre, semi-shielded
natural bowl area into which development can be located. This bowl most assuredly was
filled in approximately between 1965 and 1975 as evidenced by a tall north-facing fill slope
with v-ditches and a down drain. Approximately 75 percent of the entire 58-acre property
drains to the bottom of this fill slope. The proposed project would cut all of the ridgelines
on the subject property to further fill this natural bowl and push the limit of fill
approximately 200 feet northward to the boundary of El Escorpian Park, approximately 40
feet from one of the most popular hiking trails in the San Fernando Valley. The fill slope
would be at least 500 feet in horizontal depth, from toe of slope to lot level, and at least
200-feet-high. The proposed project does not it the inherent topographic consiraints of the
site if it requires such an unprecedented massive fill slope.



Notice of Consultation Comments

Tract 52652, El Escorpian Canyon

April 30, 2007 ' o
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i

A major constraint of building on the subject property is the need to raise the elevation of
the development area’s low point to a height equal to the intersection of Randiwood Lane
and Welby Way. Most certainly County regulations do not permit the release of tens of
thousands of gallons of suburban runoff directly into a City-owned wilderness park and
riparian habitat area. The proposed massive fill slope rising from the El Escorpian trail is
a direct result of the need'to take 45 acres of what is now clean natural drainage area to be
converted in suburban uses and to be able to get it into the storm drain system. Most likely
the short extension of Welby Way across the City boundary to the proposed detention basin
access road is an artifact of the City’s prohibition of accepting drainage from
unincorporated areas being directly released into storm drain system on City streets.

In short the project uses mass grading of many landforms to make a large lot, 25-home
subdivision fit where only an approximately 15-acre project can be developed without
unavoidable significant adverse visual impacts. If it is imperative that the project have a
new water tank located within 70 feet of the Upper Las Virgenes Open Space Preserve on
a prominent plateau, then an additional two acres of grading disturbance footprint would
have to be part of any project that remained in the natural bowl area described above.

Reduced Project Footprint - Park Viewshed Protection Alternative

The Conservancy requests that the following park viewshed projection alternative with
twenty lots be included in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). All of the
project grading would be confined to a footprint outlined by the following boundaries. The
boundary utilizes the ridgelines of the natural protected bowl area. All of the referenced
points are shown on the tract map circulated with the Notice of Consultation.

It must be emphasized that a comprehensive viewshed analysis of the proposed project and
each DEIR alternative must be included in the DEIR. However, this recommended Park
Viewshed Protection Alternative provides a solid base for a project that minimizes adverse
viewshed impacts while providing a large development footprint.

The central entrance point to the tract would remain the same between lots 25 and 10. All
of the area shown within the following lots could or would be entirely graded: lots
1.2.3.8.9.10.11,18.19.20,21.22.23.24 and 25. That is fifteen whole lots including slopes.

Five additional partial (smaller than 0.5 acre) lots would be included in the footprint. The
pad (non-cut slope) area of ot 17 would or could be gradable. The flat pad (non-cut slope)
area of lot 16 would or could be gradable for only those portions in the El Escorpian
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watershed. The flat pad (non-cut slope) area of lot 16 would or could be gradable for only
those portions in the El Escorpian watershed. All portions of lot 7 in the El Escorpian
watershed would or could be gradable. Lots 11 and 12 would have driveways on Randiwood
Lane and all grading must be confined to the eastern half of each lot. The toe of the big fill
slope on the northern grading footprint boundary could not extend more than 40 feet
northward from the existing toe of slope. An extension of more than 40 feet would result
in unacceptable trail viewshed impacts.

The detention basin would be smaller and located approximately where it is shown on the
tract map. The applicant would establish 40 five-gallon oak trees and 40 California black

walnut trees in the area at the bottom of the fill slope, watered to the extent possible by the

concentrated runoff from the slope.

If a water tank for the Las Virgenes Municipal Water District is necessary, than a minimum
grading access road cut into the hillside at the back of Jots 19-21 should be included as
shown on the tract map circulated with the Notice of Consultation. The water 'tank and
recreation complex access road shown on the tract map involves so much grading purely as
an artifact of the mass grading for the proposed lots below and the large pad for the 0.89
-acre Recreation Lot.

Additional Comments

The Conservancy’s recommended 20-lot DEIR alternative includes 15 lots with a minimum
size of 0.75 acres and pads in excess of 15,000 square-feet. The other five lots on average
include 0.35 acres gross and minimum 10,000 square-foot pads. All of these lots dwarf
those in the immediately surrounding neighborhood. The applicant should have adequate
flexibility within this grading envelope to mix and match product type and result in an
economically feasible project. There are no overriding considerations to public benefit to
allow a grading footprint that exceeds that recommended in the Conservancy’s alternative
project. If housing is needed, within the proposed Conservancy footprint, the applicant can
build over 30 houses equivalent in size to those on Randiwood Lane. '

If the applicant states that only the proposed project will support the necessary project
infrastructure, then that complete economic analysis must be transparent and fullv available
10 decision makers and the public. The County is under no obligation 10 approve a project
with unavoidable, significant adverse visual impacts to three large public parks because
somebody paid too much for a piece of property. The Conservancy’s recommended
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Reduced Project Footprint - Park Viewshed Protection Alternative, or some closely equivalent
project, provides a strong economic return on the subject property.

Please direct any questions and all future correspondence to Paul Edelman of our staff at
the above address and by phone at (310) 589-3200, ext. 128.

Sincerely,

ELIZABETH A. CHEADLE
Chairperson



" Los Angeles County
Department of Regional Planning

: 'Planning for the Challenges Ahead

i
Bruce W, McClendon FAICP
Director of Planning

December 13, 2007

TO: Esther L. Valadez, Chair
Harold V. Helsley, Vice Chair
Leslie G. Bellamy, Commissioner
Wayne Rew, Commissioner
Pat Modugno, Commissioner

g =
FROM: Donald Kress %/
Regional Planning Assistant Ii
Land Divisions

SUBJECT: VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 52652
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO. 98-123-(3)
OAK TREE PERMIT CASE NO. 98-123+3)
December 19, 2007 Regional Planning Commission Meetmg
Agenda ltem No. 7a, b, c. (Consent Calendar)

Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 52652 is a request to create 25 single-family
jots, one recreation lot, one water tank lot, one open space lot, and one public
facilities lot on 58.03 acres. Conditional Use Permit Case No. 98-123-(3) is a
request for on-site project grading exceeding 100,000 cubic yards, and to
develop within the existing Residential Planned Development ("RPD”) zone. Oak
Tree Permit Case No. 98-123-(3) is a request to remove 14 oak trees, including
one hentage oak, and encroach on the protected zone of one oak tree.

This item has been agendized as a consent item for the December 19, 2007
Regional Planning Commission Meeting. However, it has been requested that
this item be taken off your December 19 consent calendar to allow additional
time for a separate, voluntary traffic study, and reschedule for January 9, 2008.

DCK:dck

320 West Temple Street = Los Angeles, CA 90012 = 213-974-6411 = Fax: 213-626-0434 =» TDD: 213-617-2292



. Lés Angeles County
Department of Regional Planning

PZanning for the Challenges Ahead

Bruce W. McClendon FAICP
Director of Planning

December 24, 2007

TO: Harold V. Helsley, Chair - | _
Leslie G. Bellamy, Vice Chair '
Esther L. Valadez, Commissioner , ' : !
Wayne Rew, Commissioner
Pat Modugno, Commissioner

FROM: Donald Kressm

Regional Planning Assistant |l
Land Divisions

‘SUBJECT:  VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 52652
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO. 98-123-(3)
OAK TREE PERMIT CASE NO. 98-123-(3)
January 9, 2008 Regional Planning Commission Meeting
Discussion/Possible Action Item No. 13 .

As you may recall, Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 52652 is a request to create 25 .
single-family lots, one recreation lot, one water tank lot, one open space lot, and one
public facilities lot on 58.03 acres. Conditional Use Permit Case No. 98-123-(3)isa
request for on-site project grading exceeding 100,000 cubic yards, and to develop within
the existing Residential Planned Development (“RPD”) zone. Oak Tree Permit Case No.
98-123-(3) is a request to remove 14 oak trees, including one heritage oak, and

encroach on the protected zone of one oak tree.

For clarification, during your December 19, 2007 meeting, this item was taken off your
consent calendar to allow additional time for traffic-related information. This information
is being voluntarily prepared by the developer for the residents of the area surrounding
the proposed project. This schedule change was done as a courtesy to the residents to
allow them time to review the information, which is not required by any County
Department nor required as part of the record for your Commission’s consideration.

As this is not new information that is required for the public record, the information
prepared by the developer for the residents does not need to be considered for public
comment during a consent item. Therefore, at this time, staff is recommending this item
be taken off the consent calendar for March 5, 2008, and scheduled as a consent item at
the January 16, 2008, Regional Planning Commission public meeting.

SMT:DCK:dck

320 West Temple Street = Los Angeles, CA 90012 = 213-974-6411 s Fax: 213-626-0434 = TDD: 213-617-2292



VTR 52652
CUP 98-123-(3)
OTP 98-123-(3)

EXHIBITS PRESENTED AT

JANUARY 16, 2008 CONSENT ITEM
AGENDAITEMNO.5a, b, ¢



Westhills, California 81307

January 8, 2008

Mr. Donald Kress, Regional Planning Assistant Il

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Pianning
320 West Temple Street, Room 1382

Los Angeles, California 90012

Subject: ,

Vesting Tentative Track Map No. 52652
Conditional Use Permit No. 98-123-(3)
Meeting Date: January 16, 2008

Steve Burger of LA County of Public Works provided a copy of the “Traffic Assessment for the
Faye Estates Project” tonight. It is a good analysis of the fire safety evacuation times for the
single access road Kittridge Street in the event of a forced evacuation of the Westhills area
due to fires. The report analyses the impact of the addition of the 25 homes in the Faye
Estates to the current 175 home development. There are several studies we have seen which
establish the maximum time for safe evacuation of a residential area in an emergency is 30
minutes. The results show a worst case evacuation time of 31.06 minutes (bottom of page 8).
After a brief review of the report there are several questions. ,

a. The study assumes 2.0 cars per household. Wouldn’t 2.5 cars per household be
more representative of current actual vehicles per household in Los Angeles
County? ' .

b. The study appears to address evacuation times for residents only and does no
consider the simultaneous influx of fire trucks and support vehicles into the
development. This is typical of actual events which have occurred in the past in
Westhills. ’

c. Would not the incoming fire department traffic slow down the residential evacuation
speeds?

d. In addition, with parking on both sides of Kittridge Street, either because of Knapp
Ranch Park usage or non-resident fire watchers, would there be sufficient clearance
for cars leaving while fire engines were entering. In previous wind blown wild fire
incidents there were about 20 fire engines and support vehicles in the neighborhood
providing protection along with fire watchers, while the evacuation was occurring.

e. What is the statically margin of error in the evacuation analysis? '

If one assumes 2.5 vehicles per household and a 5% error in the analysis the worst case
solution for the current and planned number of homes would be calculated as follows, using
the formulza on page 8 of the report

(438+53+75)/1020 vehicles per hour * 60 minutes per hour * +/- 5% error = 31.63-34.96

minutes
(500+53+75)/1020 vehicles per hour * 60 minutes per hour * 1.05 error = 35.09-38.79

minutes



Wesihills, California 91307
‘Based on the above review, it appears that the current development exceeds the 30 minute ¢
maximum safe evacuation time and the addition of 25 homes makes the situation worse. The
addition of the new development increases the worst case evacuation time by 29.3%°
((38.79/30)*100 = 129.3%), a significant increase and an unacceptable evacuation time.

The addition of this development creates an unacceptable life threatening delay in evacuation
times for both the current residents and the new residents. In light of the current public
concerns of the hazards from wind driven wild fires in areas known to be potentially in danger
based on past history, is it prudent for the RPC not to approve this additional sub-division. In
addition the current drought conditions and the possible restrictions on further developments in
LA County would suggest that the commission should at least delay action on this project.

Sincerely,

Peter Rothenberg, President
Westhills Homeowners Association
6749 Vickiview Drive

Westhills, CA 91307
818-883-4015
iaguarpete@sbcglobal.net
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VTR 52652
CUP 98-123-(3)
OTP 98-123-(3)

MATERIALS RECEIVED AFTER CLOSE
OF COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARING



Kress, Donald

From: Ruth Watson [saintmombo@sbcgiobal.net]
Sent: Wednesday, October 03, 2007 9:04 AM

To: Kress, Donald

Cc: jaquarpete@sbcglobal.net

Subject: Proposed Development Randiwood Westhills

Members of the Planning Commission:

Since because of illness in the family I am unable to be present at the 9 a.m. hearing before the Los Angeles
County Department of Regional Planning (10/3/07), I would like to add my comments to the file.

It is my understanding that our homeowners association (Westhills Homeowners Association, Inc.) will be
represented at the hearing and will present reasons for opposing the development.

The members of our association have studied the situation and we support their opposition at this time.

If the development does go through, it seems to me that backing up the houses on Randiwood would certainly
be unattractive to the existing residences on the east side of Randiwood.

Thanks for your consideration of the opposing issues.

Sincerely,

Ruth & Jack Watson

6702 Daryn Drive
Westhills, CA. 91307

(818) 340-2584
saintmombo(@sbcglobal.net




Kress, Donald

From: Judy Garris [judy.garris@sbcglobal.net]

Sent: Wednesday, October 03, 2007 11:18 AM

To: Kress, Donald

Cc: jaguarpete@sbcglobal.net

Subject: Re: tentitive track 52652 access to open space (revised to include name and address)

October 2, 2007

Donald Kress

Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA

Dear Mr. Kress,
Concerning the planned development of tentative tract number 52652

The proposed development site adjoins the 2,983 acre Upper Las Virgenes Canyon Open Space Preserve, Knapp Ranch
Park and Bell Canyon Park, which are essential recreation areas for many Los Angeles residents, as well as important

habitat for California native species.

This proposed development greatly impacts recreational opportunities for the West San Fernando Valley. The
development would cut off access to the open space from Vanowen Blvd through the LA city park. The Vanowen
trailhead through the city park is the most popular entrance into the Upper Las Virgenes Canyon Open Space Preserve
from West Los Angeles and was used long before the Conservancy opened up an entrance at the end of Victory Blvd.
which is too far to walk from the flatland neighborhoods. Neighborhood bicyclists can ride easily into the park from the
Vanowen entrance whereas the Conservancy entrance is up a long steep hill through a neighborhood.

Please do not shut off access to the recreational trails of the open space from the Vanowen entrancs.

Thank you for your consideration.

Judy Garris, naturalist/hiker
7402 Remmet Avenue
Canoga Park, CA 91303
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W ESTHILLS HOIMEOWNERS ASSOUATION, INC.

Westhills, California 91307
October 18, 2007

Mr. Donald Kress, Regional Planning Assistant |

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street, Room 1382

Los Angeles, California 90012

Subject:

Vesting Tentative Track Map No. 52652
Conditional Use Permit No. 98-123-(3)
Meeting Date: October 3, 2007

The Westhills Homeowners Association intends to attend the next Regional Planning Department
meeting on the updated conditional use permit for the subject property. Do you have an estimate on

the likely date of the next session?

One point of clarification on the discussion at the first meeting at the commission. The subject was
the protection of the water control area from unauthorized access by fencing. There is currently a
fence around the whole property and an access point for fire engines at the end of Welby Way. See

the picture attached.

The end of Welby Way is in the lower right of the picture. The two short poles between the green
bush on the right and the stop sign on the left are connected by a locked chain. This is designed to
prevent vehicle access to the water runoff area and the remainder of the property. There is also a
wire fence starting at the left side access pole going passed the End sign and the No Trespassing
Sign and continuing along Randiwood Lane all the way to the LA City water tank access point on
Kittridge. The purpose of this fence is to keep off road bikers from access to the property. Since half
of the property along Randiwood Lane will remain open, a fence needs to be maintained to protect
the water runoff area. It the meeting | did discuss this with the owner’s representative and he thought
that it would not be a problem. | am not sure how it can be incorporated into the conditional use
permit conditions but it would be a useful clarification.

Vs

Peter Rothenberg, President
Westhills Homeowners Association
6749 Vickiview Drive

Westhills, CA 91307
818-883-4015
iaquarpete@sbcglobal.net
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WEI HILLS HOITIEOWNERS 4SSOUATION, INC.

Westhills, California 91307
January 6, 2008

Mr. Donald Kress, Regional Planning Assistant Il

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street, Room 1382

Los Angeles, California 90012

Subject:

Vesting Tentative Track Map No. 52652
Conditional Use Permit No. 98-123-(3)
Meeting Date: January 16, 2008

Thank you to you and your staff for agreeing to an evacuation study of the single access fire
safety issue exacerbated by the addition of 25 addition homes of Kittridge Street. According to
the published information, on January 9, 2008 at the Regional Planning Commission meeting
there will be a discussion of the schedule for the final review of the proposed development.
The Westhills Homeowners Association would like to provide additional information to aid in
this discussion. Attached is an in depth review of the Regional Planning Commission Checklist
from the October 3, 2007 meeting. It appears that the final discussion of the CUP will be

January 16, 2008.

The revised Conditional Use Permit prepared for the January 16, 2008 meeting does not fully
address several issues raised at the October 3, 2007 meeting.

a. The fire department stated that the new houses were required to have
sprinkler systems or additional brush clearance but no mention of this
requirement is in the CUP.

b. There is no mention of the request for additional fire protection from the North
by providing a fire break wall on the hill to curl the fire back on itself rather
than reaching the homes in the development.

c. Initem 17 the engineer states that, “Reducing the scope of the project would
not reduce the amount of grading necessary for this project ...” Therefore no
mitigation is offered for the movement of almost 1 million cubic yards of earth.

d. No mitigation is required to protect and recover the removed top soil from the
development area.

e. The Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy has not had any discussions (that
we are aware of) with the RPC staff concerning co-management of the
undeveloped area and the easement for the park road at the north end. They
would prefer that the unused land be donated to them as part of the current
CUP process. El Escorpion Canyon Park was donated to LA City as part if
the agreement to develop the Castle Peak Estates directly north of this
proposed development.

The Westhills Homeowners Association has not yet seen the “Fire Evacuation Study Report”
planned by the RPC staff to deal with the primary concern of the residents. In light of the
recent Los Angles fires and loss of homes in single access road areas, this issue is of primary



S HOIMEOWNERS ASSOCATION, INC.

Westhills, California 91307

concern to the residents of Westhills. The WHOA has arranged to have the study reviewed by
an engineer from the Rand Corporation in anticipation of a discussion of the findings at the

final hearing.

In light of the above issues the Westhills Homeowners Association requests that a complete
Environment Impact report be developed and that the final hearing on the proposed
development be held when all of the relevant data is available and has had sufficient time for

public review.

Sincerely,

Peter Rothenberg, President
Westhills Homeowners Association
6749 Vickiview Drive

Westhills, CA 91307
818-883-4015
jaguarpete@sbcglobal.net
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Wasthills, Californig 91307

Regional Planning Commission Transmittal Check List Issues
Dated October 3, 2007

This document outlines the concerns with the materials provided in the Regional Planning
Commission Transmittal provided at the October 3, 2007 meeting of the Regional Planning
Commission. It refers to project 98-123-(3) for Tentative Tract Map No. 52652.

Staff Report Page 1: Key Issues

The third bullet indicates that fire protection would be enhanced as a result of a requirement for
all dwellings in the proposed tract to have fire sprinkler systems. While this addresses the fire
hazard for the new homes in the development, it does not address the major issue of
evacuation of the entire neighborhood in the event of a fire emergency. This would require
addressing the issue of a single egress route for the residents of the 25 proposed homes as
well as the 176 existing homes who would need to use the same, single neighborhood exit via
Kittridge Street. Kittridge Street also provides the only road access to the LA City water tanks
and LA City Fire Department helicopter landing pad. In past fires, this has considerable in-
bound traffic of fire equipment making it impossible to turn Kittridge Street into a one-way
street to improve traffic flow. On page 8, the Staff Report indicates that the evacuation and
emergency vehicle access is the primary concern of the residents. The concern is dismissed
with the provision that all concerns are mitigated by the fact that the proposed development
provides an enhanced buffer as a result of fuel modification and sprinklers in the new homes.
None of these mitigations address the evacuation issue. The residents have requested that a
traffic study be conducted using a model to simulate an evacuation and have requested in
addition that they be able to review both the assumptions and inputs of the model as well as

the results. This has not yet happened.

The last bullet states that a Conditional Use Permit for hiliside management is not required
because the density (25 units) is less than the calculated midpoint density threshold (90 units).
It is not clear from the document why this provision does not consider the existing development

of 176 units within the calculation.

Staff Report Page 2: Special Individual Department Concerns

The Forester & Fire Warden reports no special individual department concerns. This lack of
concern by the fire warden seems possible only when one reviews the proposed development
in isolation and not in the context of the large development of 176 homes that would share the
same, single access route. Given the history of fires in this area and the recent experience
with explosive wind-driven fires in both Los Angeles and Orange Counties, this appears to be a
critical gap. In fact, several issues related to emergency evacuation of the neighborhood as
note above are raised in the document. What the staff report summary and full document lack
is a clear description of the mitigations a detailed analysis of how these reduce the increased

evacuation hazard for the neighborhood.



= Wﬁiﬁﬁ HOMEOWHNERS ASSOUATION, INC.

Westhills, California 81307

Staff Report Page 7: Environmental Documentation

The Staff Report indicates that the developers must use a Southern California Air Quality
Management District approved dust control plan and a traffic construction management plan
prior to grading the property which will involve movement of approximately 1 million cubic
yards of earth. The Conditional Use Permit described in Exhibit A also indicates that the
permittee must submit a revised Exhibit A to the Director of Regional Planning for review and
approval (#28, page 4 of Exhibit A). Additional provisions in Exhibit A require approval for
landscaping plans. What, if any, provisions are in place to allow review of these activities to
ensure that the safety and quality of life of the existing homeowners are taken into

consideration?

The document does not take into account the impact of the development activities and the
resulting changes to the area on the three parks that adjoin the subdivision.

Staff Report Page 8: Staff Evaluation

The second paragraph notes that project contains slopes greater than 25% (as does the entire
Westhills neighborhood to which it adjoins and abuts), but only uses the 25 houses, and not
the density of the entire subdivision to determine that a hillside management CUP is not
required. This continual treatment of the construction of new buildings within an existing
subdivision as a separate subdivision is a major flaw of all the staff analyses.

Note that a discussion of the third paragraph on emergency evacuation issues is discussed in
Section 1 above.

Department of Regional Planning Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 52652

In the Draft Conditions List, condition # 9 is missing.

Department of Public Works Review, Geological Review Sheet

The geologic review sheet requires that all geologic hazards must be either eliminated or
designated as restricted use areas. This review does not discuss if the geological hazards
exist on adjacent properties nor does it discuss the possible impact of large-scale earth
movement on the geological hazard or the surrounding area. Considering only the proposed
new construction, and not including the existing subdivision and surrounding parklands is an
incomplete analysis of the impact of the proposed development.
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Department of Public Works, Land Development Division — Road: Page 1

These pages require that “The subdivision shall conform to the design standards ...”

#9. “At tee intersections involving local streets, the maximum permissible grade of the through
street across the intersection is 10%.”

The intersection of Randiwood Street and Kittridge Street currently has a 15% grade. This
figure comes from a conversation that Joel Kallich had with the surveyors who told him the
grade from the current end of Kittridge Street to the Randiwood intersection was 15%.
Therefore, what will be required at the intersection of Randiwood and Kittridge to make it
consistent with the rule that the grade at a tee intersection cannot exceed 10%?

Department of Public Works, Land Development Division — Road: Page 2

#15 “Provide intersection sight distance ...."

Changes to the grading of the roads at the intersection of Randiwood Street and Kittridge
Street in order to ensure that adequate sight distance for safe vehicle traffic is maintained may
create a trough which could be subject to flooding/mud drainage across Kittridge Street and
into existing residences. Further, as this area is adjacent to the geologic hazard area, will this
create additional soil instability in the immediate area and possible damage to the existing

street?

Hazards —1. Geotechnical

This section indicates that the project site is located in an area that has high siope instability,
is in a landslide zone, and entails substantial grading and/or alteration of topography including
slopes of over 25%; yet the conclusion (with no explanation or documentation) is that the
project has “less than significant/No Impact”. Given that three of the seven potential impacts in
the section are answered “yes” makes this conclusion difficult to understand.

Hazards — 2. Flood

This section states that the project site is not located in or subject to high mudflow conditions.
This seems counter to the residents’ experience as in any major rainfall causes substantial
mud to flow out of the project site onto Randiwood and Kittridge Streets.
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Hazards — 3. Fire

The concern about fire and other emergency evacuations has already been noted above.
While the document correctly indicates that the project site is in a high fire hazard area, it
assesses the single access issue only on the 25 new homes and does not take into
consideration the those homes would be added to the 176 existing homes that would need to
leave the area via a single exit point. The above referenced traffic flow/evacuation study must
be completed before this point can be assessed. Also in this section, the Standard Code
Requirements section has an “X” in the box next to mitigation measures, and yet in the
Conclusion section, there is no indication that mitigation is required.

Resources — 3. Biota

Notes that the project site is part of an area that is an important linkage for many animals- yet
will allow construction of tennis courts across a major trail for the migration/ranging of these

animals and birds.

Services — 1. Traffic/Access

This section indicates that traffic is heavy (LOS of B or higher in 1998, a study that is ten years
old.) Adding traffic to Valley Circle will significantly add to the congestion problems that have
been noted previously on Valley Circle. It is also important to note that activities at the Knapp
Ranch Park on Kittridge Street and the temple at the corner of Kittridge and Valley Circle
generate considerable traffic and parking on Kittridge and adjacent streets adding to the

congestion in the neighborhood.

BURDEN OF PROOF: Page 1

The last paragraph on the page states: “This project will provide a Northerly extension of the

community that was partially completed many years ago and will complete the development in
this area. "This statement illustrates that even the builder/engineering company acknowledges
that the proposed project is an “extension” of the existing 176 residence subdivision. Thus the
entire tentative tract map and CUP must include the existing residences as part of the planning

process.



— /AAA
VV ESTHILLS HOIMEOWNERS ASSOCATION, INC.

Westhills, California 91307
January 8, 2008

Mr. Donald Kress, Regional Planning Assistant Il

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street, Room 1382

Los Angeles, California 90012

Subject:

Vesting Tentative Track Map No. 52652
Conditional Use Permit No. 98-123-(3)
Meeting Date: January 16, 2008

Steve Burger of LA County of Public Works provided a copy of the “Traffic Assessment for the
Faye Estates Project” tonight. It is a good analysis of the fire safety evacuation times for the
single access road Kittridge Street in the event of a forced evacuation of the Westhills area
due to fires. The report analyses the impact of the addition of the 25 homes in the Faye
Estates to the current 175 home development. There are several studies we have seen which
establish the maximum time for safe evacuation of a residential area in an emergency is 30
minutes. The results show a worst case evacuation time of 31.06 minutes (bottom of page 8).
After a brief review of the report there are several questions.

a. The study assumes 2.0 cars per household. Wouldn’t 2.5 cars per household be
more representative of current actual vehicles per household in Los Angeles
County?

b. The study appears to address evacuation times for residents only and does not
consider the simultaneous influx of fire trucks and support vehicles into the
development. This is typical of actual events which have occurred in the pastin
Westhills.

c. Would not the incoming fire department traffic slow down the residential evacuation
speeds?

d. In addition, with parking on both sides of Kittridge Street, either because of Knapp
Ranch Park usage or non-resident fire watchers, would there be sufficient clearance
for cars leaving while fire engines were entering. In previous wind blown wild fire
incidents there were about 20 fire engines and support vehicles in the neighborhood
providing protection along with fire watchers, while the evacuation was occurring.

e. What is the statically margin of error in the evacuation analysis?

If one assumes 2.5 vehicles per household and a 5% error in the analysis the worst case
solution for the current and planned number of homes would be calculated as follows, using

the formula on page 8 of the report:

(438+53+75)/1020 vehicles per hour * 60 minutes per hour * +/- 5% error = 31.63-34.96

minutes
(5600+53+75)/1020 vehicles per hour * 60 minutes per hour * 1.05 error = 35.09-38.79

minutes
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Based on the above review, it appears that the current development exceeds the 30 minute
maximum safe evacuation time and the addition of 25 homes makes the situation worse. The
addition of the new development increases the worst case evacuation time by 29.3%
((38.79/30)*100 = 129.3%), a significant increase and an unacceptable evacuation time.

The addition of this development creates an unacceptable life threatening delay in evacuation
times for both the current residents and the new residents. In light of the current public
concerns of the hazards from wind driven wild fires in areas known to be potentially in danger
based on past history, is it prudent for the RPC not to approve this additional sub-division. In
addition the current drought conditions and the possible restrictions on further developments in
LA County would suggest that the commission should at least delay action on this project.

Sincerely,

g

Peter Rothenberg, President
Westhills Homeowners Association
6749 Vickiview Drive

Westhills, CA 91307
818-883-4015
jaquarpete@sbcglobal.net




Kress, Donald

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Mr. Rothenberg—

Kress, Donald

Thursday, January 10, 2008 5:59 PM
'jaguarpete@sbcglobal.net’

'‘Saltsman, Ben'; Tae, Susan

Response to TR 52652 Letter of January 6, 2008

| am writing to provide responses to points (a) through (e) in your letter of January 6, 2008.

a.

The fire department stated that the new houses were required to have sprinkler systems or additional
brush clearance but no mention of this requirement is in the CUP.
The requirement for fire sprinklers and brush clearance (fuel modification plan) are stated in the Fire

Department conditions.

There is no mention of the request for additional fire protection from the North by providing a fire
break wall on the hill to curl the fire back on itself rather than reaching the homes in the development.
A fire-break wall was discussed at the October 3, 2007, Regional Planning Commission public
hearing. The Commission did not require this wall to be built.

In item 17 the engineer states that, “Reducing the scope of the project would not reduce the amount
of grading necessary for this project ...” Therefore no mitigation is offered for the movement of almost

1 million cubic yards of earth.
This quotation is from item 17 of the findings for the Conditional Use Permit. item 17 summarizes the

applicant’s rebuttal to public testimony at the October 3, 2007, Commission public hearing.

Conditional Use Permit conditions numbers 29 through 32 and 42 concern grading plan approval, re-
vegetation of cut and fill slopes, landscaping, and open space requirements.

No mitigation is required to protect and recover the removed top soil from the development area.
A plan to stockpile topsoil for re-vegetation purposes is required by Conditional Use Permit condition

number 41.

The Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy has not had any discussions (that we are aware of) with
the RPC staff concerning co-management of the undeveloped area and the easement for the park
road at the north end. They would prefer that the unused land be donated to them as part of the
current CUP process. El Escorpion Canyon Park was donated to LA City as part if the agreement to
develop the Castle Peak Estates directly north of this proposed development.

Arranging the easement and dedication required by Conditional Use Permit conditions numbers 48
through 51 is the responsibility of the developer.

| hope this information is helpful to you.

Thank you for your participation in the planning process.

Donald Kress

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
Land Divisions Section



Kress, Donald

From: Rhoda Novak [rhoda@johninovak.com]

Sent: Tuesday, January 15, 2008 8:54 PM

To: Kress, Donald

Subject: Retransmission: FIRE DANGER == Please address these concerns at the Jan 16th regional

planning meeting ==> TR52652 Single Egress Road concerns about evacuation times

Don,

Your mail box timed out and this email was returned Tuesday night, so I'm resending them.

Rhoda

From: Rhoda Novak [mailto:rhoda@johninovak.com]
Sent: Monday, January 14, 2008 2:48 PM

To: dkress@planning.lacounty.org
Cc: bsaltsman@bos.lacounty.gov; Michael_Davies@feinstein.senate.gov; 'Scott, Cynthia’; 'Jonathan Brand'; 'Peter

Rothenberg'; 'Susan Jennings'; John Doyle ; Jack & Bernice O'Connell; vicmay5@aol.com; John Novak; 'Joel Kallich'; 'Bob

Sanders'; 'Bob Lancet'
Subject: FIRE DANGER == Please address these concerns at the Jan 16th regional planning meeting ==> TR52652

Single Egress Road concerns about evacuation times

Don,

Thank you for your work on TR52652, the tract on Randiwood Lane in West Hills. Hope you have a wonderful New Year.

Could you please enter this email into the record and ensure that the commissioners are aware of my concerns. After
reading the traffic study, | am concerned about evacuation times since about half of our homes have 3 car garages, and
’m sure the new tract will have 3 car garages plus maids, etc. During many fires, we don’t have early police support
guiding traffic and we do have many lookie loos at our local park. We live in a very windy area on Randiwood and the

fires have spread unexpectedly rapidly.

| feel the traffic study has several significant flaws. For example, given a more realistic number of cars per home (2.5
cars/home for the 175 homes in our tract and 3 cars/home for the proposed new 25homes), I'm sure the updated
evacuation times will exceed established safety standards for human lives. Other concerns include potential for flooding,
ground water contamination, unstable soil and other issues previously covered in an earlier email.

The large number of YESs and MAYBES that are not being addressed include factors that endanger our community and
degrade our environment:

In the package for the January 16™ meeting (http://planning.lacounty.gov/doc/case/TR52652 RPCO11608.pdf),
pages 63+ list quite a few MAYBE’s and many important YES’s:
e Hazards — 1. Geotechnical: = three YES’s for site having a high slope instabilities, expansive soll and

grading with slopes over 25%
Hazards — 2. Flood: = YES for aliering existing drainage, but answer did not address potential for

&

flooding, runoff, et

e Hazards — 3. Fire: 2 7 erity Fire Zone, but there is a MAYRBE

for inadequate access (Kittri Ajf

e Resources — 1: Water Quality ') Ground water quality and storm water runoff (including post
ions fake g { Fopanga fire about runoffs

3 " S S S
development potentt 12l pollutants...). Note the a

e Resources — 3 Biota -) Five YES’s (all but one answer were YES) on many environmental issues

(sensitive species...)
e Resources —4: Archeology =» YES near archeological sites

1



e Resources — 7: Visual Qualities = YES obstructs view from hiking path, etc.; one MAYBE out of
character with surroundings

e Services 1.0 Traffic/ Access: =» Known traffic congestion (this did not discuss the single egress section
of Kittridge, which is certainly a traffic issue)

e Services — 3. Education: =» Schools are over capacity. It isn’t clear how a School Facilities Fee for 25
homes will solve the class room size and other issues in the near term until more schools are built

e Services —4. Fire/Sheriff Services: =» Development might impact fire station or sheriff response
times. Note that the second fire station is in Malibu, which is usually in flames when this tract is
threatened by fire.

e Mandatory Findings of Significance: =» Both a YES for environmental impact, MAYBE for
substantial adverse affects on human beings

Rhoda Novak

6736 Randiwood Lane
West Hills, CA 91307
818-744-5006
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January 16, 2008

Mr. Donald Kress, Regional Planning Assistant Il

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street, Room 1382

Los Angeles, California 90012

Subject:

Vesting Tentative Track Map No. 52652
Conditional Use Permit No. 98-123-(3)
Meeting Date: January 16, 2008

The Westhills Homeowners Association is not here to block this development because it is bad
or just because it is a change to the neighborhood. The property owner has been more than
fair in contacting the community with information and agreeing to the requests for changes to
the conditional use permit to resolve community concerns. The primary concern of the
residents is that any additional development in Westhills will reduce the safety of the area due
to the additional congestion during a wild fire evacuation, caused by the increased number of

homes on a single access road.

Development on this land has been under consideration for many years and has always been
denied by LA County because of the single access road limitations. Suddenly a new fire
department staff decides it is alright to go against the county code and approve the
development. In discussions with the fire department, they said that there was no formal
documentation or analysis leading to their decision to approve the project. A group of former
chiefs and the current one sat around, discussed the project and Ok'd it. The stated reason
was they were successful in reducing the number of homes from 40 to 25 and they had to
consider the economic effects on the owner. In addition the fire chief in charge said he did not
think evacuation was a good idea in most cases. The WHOA is unaware that economic
considerations of the petitioner was a criterion for the fire department decision. We believe
that the safety of the current and future residents of an area is the responsibility of the fire

department.

Therefore, the homeowners association requested that the planning commission staff do a
traffic study to determine the impact on evacuation times from the increased number of
houses. This was not viewed as a “courtesy” by the current residents but a reasonable
request based on the unsubstantiated analysis by the fire department. There was one meeting
with a representative of the homeowners association and the planning commission staff where
the parameters of the planned study where defined. The RPC staff agreed to have a
consultant perform the study. At the scheduling meeting of the RPC last week, the
homeowners association learned for the first time that the study was not done by an
independent contractor but by the developer. The concept of “the fox guarding the henhouse”
comes immediately to mind. A study funded by one of the opposing sides can not be
considered independent. This procedure also explains the minimal nature of the study. In the
previous letter from the homeowners association we pointed out some significant omissions in
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spite of the few hours it was available to us. Having had a few more days to consider the
results below is an updated list of parameters not considered in the minimal study.

a. The developer’s study assumes 2.0 cars per household. A survey of the members
of the WHOA board at our January meeting showed that none of them had less than
3 cars and one had five. Based on the size of the proposed new homes 2.0 cars per
household is insufficient. It is more than likely that all the new homes will have 3 car
garages at a minimum. Many of the current homes in Westhills have 3 car garages.

b. The developer's study only addresses evacuation times for traffic in one direction
and does not consider the simultaneous influx of fire trucks and support vehicles into
the development, as well as residents returning home from work to assist their
families in the evacuation process. There may also be a large number of fire
watchers who come into the area during this critical time. This was typical of actual
events which have occurred in the past in Westhils.

c. In addition, with parking on both sides of Kittridge Street, either because of Knapp
Ranch Park usage or non-resident fire watchers, there may be insufficient clearance
for cars leaving while fire engines were entering. See the picture below of Kittridge
Street with parking on both sides and a car coming up the hill. There is insufficient
room for a fire engine or high speed evacuation.
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d. The developer’s study uses the standard traffic rate of 1020 vehicles/hour for a
Kittridge size road. It does not take into consideration the fact that Kittridge is a 15%
grade and therefore will slow down traffic.

e. The developer’s study does not consider the fact that several of the trees on the
park side of the street are Eucalyptus trees and highly flammable.

f. The developer’s study does not consider weather and visibility conditions during a
wind driven fire. Previous experience of fires in the area of Westhills has shown that
heavy smoke occurs before the arrival of the fire. This would be at the peak of the
evacuation process.

g. The developer’s study does not consider fire equipment in the streets concurrent
with evacuation. During previous fire events in the current development, fire hoses
crisscrossing the streets had significantly slowed traffic.

h. The developers study does not consider the impact on evacuation times from cars
coming out of the side streets onto Kittridge Street.

i. The developer’s study does not consider the congestion caused by cars coming out
of their driveways throughout the development during an evacuation (especially the
ones on Kittridge itself). There are many homes on Kittridge Street.

j- The developer’s study does not consider that one of the new streets in the proposed
development is a cul-de-sac which means there is only one way out of that street on
to Kittridge Street.

k. The developer’s study does not consider the fact that there are several old pine
trees along the side of Kittridge Street at the temple which could fall across the road
during high wind conditions and block the only evacuation street. Two trees at this
location have already fallen during wind events.

I. The developer’s study does not consider the statistical margin of error in the
evacuation analysis. This could cause the study to understate the worst case limits
and understate the potential risk to the neighborhood.

It is therefore the request of the Westhills Homeowners Association that this project be denied
based on the specific regulations of the Los Angeles County Code, (see the sections
attached), for high fire hazard areas in a wildland area. It is the belief of the Westhills
Homeowners Association that the protection of human life has a higher priority than economic

considerations.

Sincerely,

2 s

Peter Rothenberg, President
Westhills Homeowners Association
6749 Vickiview Drive

Westhills, CA 91307

818-883-4015
iaquarpete@sbcglobal.net
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The Los Angeles County Code Requirements

21.24.010 General requirements--Determination of adequacy.

A. Each street providing access to lots within a division of land shall connect directly or through one or
more other streets to a highway which is shown on the Highways Plan and which is maintained and open
to public travel. Each route of access to a highway which is shown on the Highway Plan shall be adequate
to accommodate the composition and volume of vehicular traffic generated by the land uses which it
serves.

B. In determining the adequacy of a route of access, the advisory agency shall consider the potential for
blockage of the route by flood, fire or landslide and the effect of such blockage on the safe evacuation of
future users and occupants of the division and on the deployment of fire equipment or other services under
emergency conditions. The advisory agency may disapprove a design which makes use of a residential
street as a route of access to industrial, commercial or other divisions of land generating traffic which would
conflict with the residential character of the street. (Ord. 85-0168 § 1, 1985; Ord. 10485 § 2, 1972: Ord.

4478 Art. 4 § 40, 1945.)
21.24.020 Restricted residential access.

A. If a street or street system is restricted to a single route of access to a highway shown on the Highway
Plan, except for a limited secondary highway, which is maintained and open to public travel, whether at the
point of intersection with the highway or at some point distant from the highway, the street or street system
shall serve not more than:

1. 150 dwelling units where the restriction is designed to be permanent and the street or street system
does not traverse a wildland area which is subject to hazard from brush or forest fire;

2. 75 dwelling units where the restriction is designed to be permanent and the street or street system
traverses a wildland area which is subject to hazard from brush or forest fire;

3. 300 dwelling units, where the restriction is subject to removal through future development.

B. If the roadway paving on that portion of the street or street system forming the restriction is less than 36
feet in width and is not to be widened to 36 feet or more as a part of the development of the division of
land, the permitted number of dwelling units shall be reduced by 25 percent if the pavement is 28 feet or
more in width, and by 50 percent if the pavement is less than 28 feet in width. If the roadway paving on that
portion of the street or street system forming the restriction is 64 feet or more in width and the restriction is
subject to removal through future development, the permitted number of dwelling units may be increased to
600. In no event shail the pavement width be less than 20 feet. The provisions of this section shall not
apply to divisions of land referred to in Section 21.32.040 to divisions of land approved pursuant to Section
21.32.080, or to minor land divisions. (Ord. 85-0168 § 2, 1985; Ord. 10485 § 4, 1972: Ord. 4478 Art. 4 §

40.2, 1945.)
21.24.030 Wiidland access.

Notwithstanding the provisions of Sections 21.24.020 and 21.24.190, the advisory agency may disapprove
a design of a division of land which utilizes a cul-de-sac or branching street system or other single-access
street or street system as the sole or principal means of access to lots within the division, where the
forester and fire warden advises:

A. That the street or street system will traverse a wildland area which is subject to extreme hazard from
brush or forest fires;

B. That the lack of a second route of access would unduly hinder public evacuation and the deployment of
fire-fighting and other emergency equipment in the event of a brush or forest fire. (Ord. 10485 § 3, 1972:

Ord. 4478 Art. 4 § 40.1, 1945.)
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